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The primary purpose of this study was to determine 
potential future research priorities for the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service. The Delphi method of 
forecasting was determined to be the most appropriate for 
use in this study.
Having a knowledge of, and a current relationship with, 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) was the 
initial criteria for selecting panelists for this study.
The final panel consisted of forty LCES personnel.
Three rounds of questionnaires were used in this study. 
The Round 0 questionnaire was open-ended and was used to 
generate a list of perceived research items most in need of 
research solutions by the LCES. It generated 165 perceived 
research items.
A compiled list of all the research priorities obtained 
from Round 0 was included in the Round l instrument. The 
Round l questionnaire requested the participants to rate 
each identified item on a 7-point Likert-type scale. The 
scale ranged from "l = Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly 
Disagree."
The Round 2 questionnaire again consisted of the 
research priorities identified by the Round 0 questionnaire. 
The Round 2 questionnaire requested the participants to
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again rate each identified item on the same 7-point Likert- 
type scale. The group rating (median) from Round 1 was 
given for each item.
Consensus was considered to have been reached on an
item if 60% of the respondents fell within one rating above
or below the median for that item in Round 2. Consensus was
reached on 162 of the 165 research items. The item rated
the highest by the panel was:
Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument 
that will give a true picture of the kind of job
each individual agent is really doing.
The third objective of this study was to determine if a 
difference existed between state level personnel (n=22) and 
field staff (n=18) in their rating of the research items.
The results of the T-tests indicated that there was no 
significant difference in the responses of state level 
personnel and field staff in either their overall ratings or 




Productivity of American agriculture allows the United 
States to be among the best-fed nation in the world with 
abundant food available at a low cost to the consumer* The 
United States is also one of the leading nations in the 
export of food and fiber with agricultural products ranking 
first in value among all U.S. exports. In addition, labor 
efficiency in agriculture has freed large numbers of people 
for other activities, permitting the United States to become 
a leading industrial nation. One of the most significant 
reasons for the success in agricultural productivity is the 
research and extension system operated by land-grant 
universities which has provided a constant flow of new 
knowledge and technologies necessary to overcome problems 
and increase efficiency (Chalamira & Lawrence, 1984).
However, a new agenda is emerging for American 
agriculture in the 1990s, and there are serious questions as 
to whether the current agricultural research and extension 
system (AR&E) can respond effectively. Agriculture is 
changing in at least two distinct ways. First, agricultural 
research is broadening beyond its traditional focus on 
increasing production, and more on competitiveness, to 
address issues of food safety and environmental quality. 
Technology to increase production in the future will be
1
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developed with increased attention to food safety and the 
environment (Agricultural Research and Technology Transfer 
Policies for the 1990s, 1990). Second, agriculture is 
entering a new era, the biotechnology and information 
technology era, that holds great promise for increasing 
productivity, producing a safer food supply, and sustaining 
the environment (Agricultural Research and Technology 
Transfer Policies for the 1990s, 1990).
Extension’s traditional focus has been agriculture and 
natural resources, and it is in these areas that Extension 
has made its greatest contributions. As each state becomes 
more urban, Extension resources are increasingly drawn away 
from farmers and rural families. These programs should have 
the same quality research and knowledge base, and they 
should have a high probability of making an impact on high 
priority problems.
Concern is growing that the traditional agricultural 
research and extension (ARSE) system, if unchanged, may be 
bypassed by the broadening research base and emerging 
technologies. The 1985 Congressional Food Security Act, 
addressed several issues in the Cooperative Extension 
System. Among these were: a) Extension's mission and its
clientele, b) how Extension should be organized and 
structured, c) its role in technology transfer and applied 
research, and d) how Extension develops new educational 
methods to meet the needs of its traditional clientele on
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declining numbers of mid-sized farms. These concerns were
particularly addressed to state programs because they are
responsible for program delivery.
According to the report on Agricultural Research and
Technology Transfer Policies for the 1990s, if Extension is
to escape the "all things to all people" label it will need
to develop a mission statement and criteria that will limit
its programs to definable priorities and goals. A tool
which could be used to help accomplish this goal would be a
prioritized research agenda.
The report on Agricultural Research and Technology
Transfer Policies for the 1990s further addressed the need
for priority setting by stating:
There is little specificity and clarity in stating 
priorities for the AR&E system. Within USDA, no 
set Science and Education priorities exist.
Individual S&E agencies have identified their own 
research and research-related priorities, and 
developed their own justifications without the 
benefit of close coordination among themselves.
A number of advisory groups independently set 
priorities for the AR&E system. However, there is 
no mechanism for reaching overall consensus.
Stated needs for research and extension funding 
for renovating facilities or replacing equipment 
are not prioritized, (p. 2)
In response to the 1985 Food Security Act, the 
Extension Service and the Extension Committee on Policy 
(ECOP) published a report entitled Cooperative Extension 
System National Initiatives. The nine identified 
initiatives in the report encompassed programs already
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offered by Extension. These initiatives were:
1. Water Quality
2. Competitiveness and Profitability of American 
Agriculture
3. Improving Nutrition, Diet and Health
4. Revitalizing Rural America
5. Alternative Agriculture Opportunities
6. Conservation and Management of Natural Resources
7. Family and Economic Well Being
8. Building Human Capital
9. Youth at Risk
The report also voiced several concerns in regard to 
these nine initiatives. These concerns included:
1. The nine initiatives are well motivated 
and a step in the right direction.
However, taken together they are too 
all-encompassing.
2. No process exists to reallocate funds to 
the most critical issues. Currently,
all nine initiatives are treated with
equal weight.
3. At present, no process exists to 
reevaluate priorities and reallocate 
resources to meet new and emerging 
priorities.
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4. Because priority-setting efforts are 
uncoordinated within the AR&E system, 
extension and research priorities do not 
match well.
In a system that does not have a clearly defined 
mission or effective planning, it is not surprising to find 
a lack of specificity and clarity in stated priorities. 
Extension's response to the concerns raised in the 1985 Food 
Security Act was a strong attempt to develop such priorities 
iAgricultural Research and Technology Transfer Policies for 
the 1990s. 1990).
An item of great concern to this researcher is whether 
developing priorities from a "top-down" approach is the most 
appropriate method. The old adage that "an organization is 
greater than the sum total of its parts" seems appropriate 
in this case. The most appropriate course of action, in 
this researcher's opinion, would entail synthesizing the 
various state research priorities into a national research 
agenda. This could be accomplished by identifying the 
research priorities which are common to most states and 
developing these into a national research agenda. However, 
for the Extension Service to develop national priorities 
derived from the various state priorities would require that 
each state have a prioritized research agenda. The 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) should take
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the lead in the development of research priorities, which 
could have major implications at the national level.
There are benefits that the LCES could derive from 
having a research agenda. Research efforts would be 
organized in a more efficient manner, thereby using 
available resources and personnel in the most effective 
manner. With increasing emphasis on competitive grants as a 
funding source for agricultural research, a prioritized 
research agenda would allow the LCES to become competitive 
in the grant arena. The National Research Council (NRC) in 
1989 proposed a $500-million competitive grants program for 
agricultural research (Crawford, 1989). The focus of these 
grants are very subject-specific, and in order to compete, 
the LCES must have an organized agenda for addressing these 
specific needs. Agricultural research funding will become 
increasingly subject-specific in the future, with lump-sum, 
non-specific research monies from the federal government 
declining.
Although much applied research is being planned and 
conducted by extension professional staff, resistance has 
been encountered from Federal Extension and experiment 
station directors who believe that applied research is not 
an appropriate role for extension fAgricultural Research and 
Technology Transfer Policies for the 1990s. 1990). An 
applied research component to Extension is essential, 
however, if its current programs are to be integrated with
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new research developments. The role of applied research in 
enhancing cooperation between experiment stations and 
extension services was addressed by a joint Experiment 
Station Committee on Organization and Policy (ESCOP) and 
Extension Committee on Organization and Policy (ECOP) in 
1988. This group concluded that an applied research 
component would allow Extension to link new technologies and 
knowledge with its education programs. Chalamira and 
Lawrence (1984) stated that a need exists for a clear, 
dynamic process for evaluating current research activities, 
identifying potential research opportunities, and developing 
mission-oriented research priorities.
The debate between research and education can be placed 
in perspective by a statement in the 1987 report on 
Priorities for Research, Extension, and Higher Education: 
"Research and education are future-oriented activities - the 
research of today is developing the technology of tomorrow. 
Therefore, research and education policies and priorities 
must be based not on the emotions of the moment, but rather 
on the perceptions of future needs" (p. 1).
This research attempted to identify future research 
needs for the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. This 
study identified the research priorities, as perceived by a 
panel of experts, that the LCES needs to consider in making 
the changes required to be a principal source of information
8
to Louisiana agriculture. These research priorities can be 
presented to extension administrators for consideration as 
items on future policy-making agendas.
Statement Of The Problem
This study was concerned with identifying the research 
priorities of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
that will allow them to remain a major institution 
responding to Louisiana's agricultural needs in the future. 
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service lacks a 
prioritized list of research needs. It was the intent of 
this study to develop such a list that can be used to direct 
research performed by the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service to the areas of most concern to Louisiana. It was 
not the intent of this study to provide solutions to 
anticipated problems of the future but rather to identify 
research priorities that will need to be placed on policy­
making agendas dealing with the future of the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service.
An agenda is defined in Webster's Dictionary as "things 
to be done." This dissertation attempted to identify 
problems most in need of research solutions in the LCES and 
develop a prioritized research agenda to be used by the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service in addressing these 
problems.
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Objectives of the Study
The primary purpose of this study was to identify 
specific problems most in need of research solutions for the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
Specific objectives included the following:
1. Identify LCES research needs as perceived by 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service field 
staff and state office personnel who are 
knowledgeable in the needs of their constituents.
2. Rank the identified research priorities according 
to their perceived importance.
3. Determine if a difference existed in the item 
ratings of state office personnel and field staff.
Significance Of The Study
The agricultural industry in the United States is 
currently experiencing a period of extremely rapid change, 
the most rapid and significant in its history. As a result, 
the most pressing problem facing the industry is one of 
making prompt and appropriate adjustments. The magnitude of 
these changes, the diversity of problems facing agriculture, 
the amount of financial and human resources currently 
invested in agricultural research, and the type and scope of 
research undertaken has created great public concern 
(Chalamira & Lawrence, 1984).
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Farmers, county extension agents, policy-makers, and 
even scientists complain that present research programs do 
not meet the needs of the continually changing agricultural 
industry. They charge that too few research programs are 
aimed at solving the immediate and pressing problems of 
farmers and society; that too much of the research is being 
undertaken for academic purposes and not based on current 
constituent needs; and that too much emphasis is being 
placed on basic research which, although potentially useful 
in the long run, is presently of little benefit. Thus, the 
belief exists that the present agricultural research 
programs carried out by publicly supported research 
institutions are not as effective as they could be. An 
awareness of research needs felt at the grass-roots level 
should enable agricultural scientists and administrators to 
more thoroughly evaluate present research programs and plan 
appropriate future undertakings (Chalamira & Lawrence,
1984).
Research and Extension
Research is currently a controversial topic in 
Extension. It is seen as part of Extension's function by 
some, while others disagree. Should Extension agents engage 
in research projects? Should researchers be instructed to 
include agents when research is undertaken? Is involvement 
in research one of Extension's functions? Certainly, this
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function is not only crucial but supports those involved in 
the dissemination of information, knowledge, and problem­
solving. Indeed, it contributes to a more professional 
extension service (Rivera, 1988).
Thompson and Gwynn (1988) surveyed the deans of 
colleges of agriculture at each major land-grant university 
to evaluate their views on Extension's strengths and 
weaknesses. On the subject of research involvement, one- 
fifth (20%) of the deans felt this area needed to be 
strengthened. Concern regarding research involvement was 
especially true in the South where four deans mentioned a 
lack of involvement in research as being a problem.
It will be essential for Extension faculty to play a 
greater role in influencing the research agenda in the 1990s 
(Meier, 1989). McDowell (1988) noted that the research 
agenda can be influenced by Extension faculty in several 
ways: (a) defining problem areas where researchers can make
clear contributions on an applied basis and encouraging them 
to write for trade publications, (b) self-initiating the 
publication of articles in both refereed and nonrefereed 
publications, and (c) becoming more tenacious in seeking to 
play on a level playing field with their research and 
teaching colleagues.
H. Rouse Caffey, Chancellor of the LSU Agricultural 
Center recognized the need for more research/extension 
cooperation when he stated:
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No one says that a researcher and/or teacher 
cannot perform certain Extension educational 
functions. No one says an Extension educator 
cannot be a part of a research team or doing some 
classroom teaching. A joint appointment is not 
necessary. Cooperation can be attained where 
professionals want to work together fOn Line. July 
1991, p. 2).
Barriers to Change
Many barriers to change exist in Extension. Boyle 
(1989) listed three of these barriers that have to be 
overcome by the Cooperative Extension Service:
1. We have a comfortable status quo, with 
traditional clientele and their 
traditional expectations.
2. It's easier to be reactionary rather 
than pro-active.
3. Our programs are often based in 
traditional CES disciplines, rather than 
on issues and needs.
Over the years, a variety of needs-assessment processes 
have been utilized by the LCES. They include informal 
individual input, as well as formal organized group 
processes such as general surveys. A characteristic of past 
information-gathering methods is that frequently only short- 
range (one to two years) problems were given attention. As 
a result, relatively few programs of long-range significance 
have evolved from these studies. Short-term (one to two 
years) planning and identification of individual and local
13
needs create two distinct disadvantages for extension 
leadership and program development: (a) Extension program
planning has a tendency to be reactive (putting out the 
fire) rather than being proactive and planning to conduct 
extension programs to prevent more of the situations from 
developing before they become clientele problems; and (b) 
program planners examine what has happened and what is 
happening, and do not devote sufficient time to exploring 
what changes will probably occur in the agricultural 
industry over a longer time frame (Burcalow, 1985).
The Need For Long-Range Planning
As a result of the passage of PL 95-113, Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1977 (U.S. Congress, 1977), a National 
Task Force was appointed to develop an Extension 
Accountability and Evaluation System. This Act mandated 
that Extension programs be evaluated for impact. One of the 
changes recommended and adopted by the task force was the 
requirement for a four-year plan of work from each state.
The advantages of longer range planning include: (a)
providing continuity and permitting sequence of educational 
and research efforts, (b) enhancing the cooperation between 
parish, area, and specialist staff, and (c) by 
systematically looking into the future, developing 
leadership and structure in the extension planning process 
(Burcalow, 1985).
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In 1989, the Cooperative Extension Service responded to 
the challenge for change by completing several significant 
actions affecting its future. Four actions of significance 
described by Boyle (1989) include:
1. The identification and acceptance of the nine 
National Initiatives, which provide focus and 
direction for our programs.
2. A Futures Task Force Report, which 
addresses many structural, programmatic, 
and personnel changes necessary for the 
System to remain relevant in a rapidly 
changing society.
3. A Strategic Planning effort that has 
provided the basis for Cooperative 
Extension to be pro-active in dealing 
with unanticipated changes in society.
4. Implementation of Issues Programming as 
a way to energize the entire System.
Issues programming - educational 
responses that begin with the 
identification of issues and proceed to 
tailor the organizational resources, 
delivery methods, and structure to meet 
the needs related to the issue - can, 
and does demonstrate Cooperative
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Extension's "proactive" leadership role in
addressing critical needs.
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service must
identify its future research needs. Identification of these
research priorities will enable the LCES to better organize
research efforts, compete for competitive grants, and
utilize its resources to their fullest potential, in order
to meet the needs of its clientele.
The critical nature of this study is best emphasized by
the remarks of Dillman (1986):
Concern about the future makes this an especially 
relevant time to examine the structure and 
activities of Cooperative Extension and consider 
the degree to which they are appropriate....I 
believe firmly that to meet the challenges of the 
coming years requires hard thinking about the 
changes that must occur in Cooperative Extension 
if it is to enter the next century as an important 
service agency, (p. 102)
Meier (1989) stated that "...while Extension 
historically has concentrated on doing things right, the 
1990s will require doing the right things right, at the 
right time, and in the right place" (p. 13). In order to 
accomplish this, a prioritized research agenda will be 
critical in focusing efforts toward specific needs as they 
become priority issues to the LCES.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) is the 
educational arm of the Louisiana State University 
Agricultural Center.
Cooperative Extension Service is a generic term used to 
identify the cooperative educational programs of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Land Grant Universities and 
county/parish governments within the United States and its 
territories.
Louisiana agriculture is a term used to represent the 
production, input services, processing, transportation, and 
marketing of the food and fiber industry in Louisiana.
Chapter II 
Review of Related Literature
Historical Development of the Cooperative Extension Service
Early in the nineteenth century, demands were made for
higher education in agriculture and engineering. The need
for technically trained agricultural workers to develop the
abundant agricultural resources present in the United States
was recognized by many leaders in agriculture. This need
was addressed by the passage of the Morrill Land-Grant Act
of 1862. This Act provided for at least one college in each
state where the leading object was to teach agriculture and
the mechanic arts. True (1929) stated that the purpose of
this Act was:
...without excluding other scientific and 
classical studies and including Military tactics, 
to teach such branches of learning as are related 
to agriculture and mechanic arts, in such manner 
as the legislature of the states may prescribe in 
order to provide the liberal and practical 
education of the industrial classes in the several 
pursuits and professions of life. (p. 100)
This Act provided a number of 30,000-acre land grants
to each state equivalent to the number in each state's
congressional delegation. The lands were to be sold and ten
percent of the proceeds used, if necessary, to purchase a
college site, including an experimental farm, and the
balance was to be permanently invested.
Congress granted land script to those states which had
no Federal land within their borders. As a result of the
17
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Federal grant, every state established a land-grant college. 
Some states founded separate colleges, and some combined the 
land-grant college with existing state colleges and 
universities. The land-grant institutions developed slowly 
because the sciences and the teaching of agriculture, home 
economics, and engineering was not well developed in the 
years immediately after the passage of the Morrill Act.
Legislation was introduced in Congress in 1882 to 
establish Experiment Stations at one land-grant college in 
each state. The institutions needed facilities other than 
those concerned with teaching, and the Hatch Act of 1887 
provided Federal funds for state agricultural experiment 
stations. The Hatch Act provided that in order to aid in 
acquiring and diffusing among the people of the United 
States useful and practical information on subjects 
connected with agriculture, and to promote scientific 
investigation and experimentation respecting the principles 
and application of agricultural science, there shall be 
established, under the direction of the college or colleges 
or agricultural department of colleges in each state a 
department to be known as an agricultural experiment 
station.
As a result of this Act, research was firmly 
established as a recognized function of the land-grant 
colleges and universities. Establishment of Agricultural
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Experiment Stations was a major step in the developmental 
process that ultimately led to Extension's emergence.
A second Morrill Act of 1890 provided additional annual 
funds for each of the land-grant colleges. A key provision 
was .inserted in this Act which required that the 
institutions be opened to both white and black students or 
that "separate, but equal" facilities be established 
(Morrill Act, 1890).
After passage of the second Morrill Act, the southern 
states had four alternatives for action to meet the 
requirements of the law. They could establish new black 
land-grant colleges under state control; they could 
designate an existing private college for blacks as the 
land-grant institution; they could name an already existing 
state-supported black institution as recipient; or they 
could take over a private black institution as a state 
college (Forest, 1987).
The states that designated the existing state-supported 
black institution as the land-grant college were Alabama, 
Arkansas, Florida, Kentucky, Louisiana, and Missouri. The 
institution designated by Louisiana to be under the 1890 
Morrill Act was Southern University which had been 
established in 1880. As indicated by its official name, 
Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical 
College, LSU is the beneficiary of the 1862 Morrill Act, 
which established one land-grant university in each state.
20
In 1905, the Association of American Agricultural 
Colleges and Experiment Stations established a standing 
committee on Extension work. They issued extensive 
recommendations for nationwide Extension work, a vital link 
between the research being conducted at the land-grant 
institutions and the agricultural community. The Smith- 
Lever Act of 1914 established the Agricultural Extension 
Service, which is now known as the Cooperative Extension 
Service. The Smith-Lever Act provided for mutual 
cooperation of USDA and land-grant colleges in conducting 
agricultural Extension work. Act No. 8 of the Louisiana 
Legislative Session of 1914 authorized the State of 
Louisiana to participate through LSU in the Extension 
program created by the Smith-Lever Act (Forest, 1987).
When President Woodrow Wilson signed the Smith-Lever 
Act on May 8, 1914, he called it one of the most significant 
and far-reaching measures for the education of adults ever 
adopted by the government. The major function (mission) of 
the Cooperative Extension Service, as stated in the Smith- 
Lever Act, was to aid in diffusing among the people of the 
United States useful and practical information on subjects 
relating to agriculture and home economics, and to encourage 
the application of the same.
From the enactment of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914 until 
the 1980s, the Extension Service provided informal 
educational programs to the agricultural community. It
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served as a link between the Agricultural Experiment Station 
and the agricultural producer. As new agricultural 
technologies became available, the Extension Service 
promoted their adoption by production agriculture.
In 1988, the Cooperative Extension System adopted the
following mission statement:
The Cooperative Extension System helps 
people improve their lives through an 
educational process which uses 
scientific knowledge focused on issues 
and needs.
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is the 
educational arm of the LSU Agricultural Center and, as such, 
has as its mission the goal of helping people improve their 
lives through informal teaching. More specifically, the 
mission of the LCES, as stated in the May, 1991, Programming 
Handbook, is to help people of Louisiana improve their lives 
through an educational process which uses research-based 
knowledge focused on issues and needs.
The basic philosophical foundations guiding Extension 
educational activities in accomplishing the LCES mission 
are:
1. Helping people help themselves through 
determination of needs and issues and 
participation in need- and issue-based 
educational programs.
2. Establishing and operating an advisory 
system for determining needs and issues.
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3. Understanding the situation of Extension 
audiences, including social, cultural, 
economic, and technological aspects.
4. Following a systematic process for 
planning, conducting and evaluating 
Extension educational programs.
5. Promoting leadership and volunteerism to 
help people become self-reliant.
6. Networking with agencies, groups and 
organizations for efficient utilization 
of needed resources to plan and 
implement educational programs.
As an educational agency, the Extension Service is, 
necessarily, a change agent. It must be attuned to society 
and must continually adjust its programs, priorities, and 
structure to address the needs of their constituents (About 
the Louisiana cooperative Extension Service. 1991) . The 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is part of a larger 
network that coordinates the efforts of the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Louisiana State 
University, the LSU Agricultural Center, Southern 
University, 74 other land-grant universities, and 3,150 
county (parish) administrative units. The state 
administrative staff has the responsibility of administering 
both state and national objectives and providing leadership
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and support, to the development of extension programs 
designed to meet local and state needs (Extension in the 
'80s, 1983).
Gathering information from all of its resources, 
including its clientele, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service examines and reviews its programs and priorities 
every year and makes necessary adjustments to keep its 
teaching efforts current. The Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service has, historically, placed great importance 
upon working with people at the local and parish levels to 
identify problems that can be resolved through the 
development of agricultural extension education programs.
One important feature of this process has been the necessity 
of identifying and involving individuals who have the 
ability to identify problems and needs of present and 
potential LCES clientele (About the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service, Spring 1991).
Many of the issues that affect people's lives are 
changing more rapidly than ever before, particularly the 
global economy, the environment, demographics, family 
structures, societal values, social interaction, and the 
sustainability of resources. As these issues evolve into 
larger concerns for Louisiana residents, they become part of 
Extension's teaching program.
Determining which areas should receive emphasis, how 
many resources will be dedicated to addressing the issues,
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and who will be assigned these tasks are some of the 
considerations that make programming a complex exercise. As 
Extension charts its course, it looks to USDA in Washington 
for the broad perspective it provides with its national 
initiatives (About the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service. 1991) .
Synthesizing national priorities and state needs, 
Extension develops state priorities. These are major 
educational efforts central to the mission of the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service. State priorities are not 
intended to become permanent elements in Extension's 
teaching program. Whether and how long they are part of the 
program depends on the needs of the state and its people.
Extension’s base programs are more permanent. They are 
the on-going commodity/subject matter educational efforts 
involving many discipline-based and multi-disciplinary 
programs. Some of these programs are rice, aquaculture, the 
environment, family life, and 4-H youth.
If the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is to be 
a principle source of information to its clientele, it must 
identify the changes that will be occurring in the future.
It must not only organize its educational priorities, but 
also organize its research priorities to respond to these 
changes. Also, the LCES must be prepared and willing to 
respond to these forecasts and make changes within its 
organization, its mission, and the use of resources.
LSU continues to administer the Smith-Lever Act for 
Louisiana. The program is, as originally established, a 
joint endeavor of the federal, state, and local governments; 
as can be evidenced by its present name, the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service.
Forecasting Techniques
The next decade promises to be a time of unprecedented 
change and uncertainty for agriculture. Decreasing 
availability of resources, shifting demographics, varying 
levels of productivity, and concern for the environment will 
face the agricultural industry in the United States. U.S. 
agriculture has enjoyed remarkable success during the last 
50 years. However, it currently faces severe problems in 
the areas of declining agricultural productivity, shortages 
of energy, water, and soil resources, and deterioration of 
the natural environment (Lu, 1982).
The current problems facing American agriculture are 
frequently the result of trends occurring in society as a 
whole. These trends include demographic changes (Morrison, 
1976), rising family incomes (Miller et al., 1981), 
information technologies (Baran, 1968), and domestic policy, 
world trade, and transportation (Pickrel, 1979). Mallory 
(1980) stated that the trends in U.S. society are largely 
beyond individual or immediate control. What must be done 
is to identify the important issues associated with these
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trends. Issues can be isolated and, often, addressed 
effectively. The essence of leadership, though, is to 
identify the fundamental issues and to take appropriate 
actions. Mallory's statement further emphasizes the 
critical importance of this study.
Haydon (1967) stated that at least two compelling 
reasons exist for looking into the future: To detect danger
signals so that appropriate action may be taken to prevent 
unpleasant events or conditions, and to avoid making 
mistakes. Decisions made today will directly affect the 
future of agriculture in Louisiana and the United States, 
and rational individuals must view the future as something, 
to a large degree, under their control.
Most choices for the future have both long-term 
consequences and immediate impacts. Decision-makers often 
focus on the short-term policy matters. However, decisions 
made now will both effect the future and be effected by 
future events. Alternative plans and policies must be 
assessed in relation to future projections that can be 
developed about the future environment in which the 
organization will exist. Factors that are viewed as 
decisive today may not be the most significant factors to 
consider for the long-term commitment of educational 
resources or in shaping educational plans and policies 
(Weaver, 1971).
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Wilmont (1979) reported that most of what will happen 
for at least the next twenty years is the result of factors 
that are already present and operating today. In selecting 
a forecasting technique, one must consider the ability of 
the technique to identify factors that are already present 
and operating today, and to weigh the significant 
decisiveness of the factor upon the future state of affairs 
(Burcalow, 1985).
Ezell and Rogers (1977) noted that most futures 
forecasting may be grouped into four categories:
1. Consensus: Methods for gathering opinions
about the future (e.g., Delphi Technique,
Genius Forecasting).
2. Combinatory: Methods relating various kinds
of change to each other and identifying 
consequences [e.g., simulation, cross-impact 
matrix, relevance trees (Fault Tree 
Analysis)].
3. Creative: Methods for speculating about the
future that are not projectable from present 
trends (e.g., scenarios, utopias).
4. Extrapolative: Methods for projecting
present trends into the future (e.g., linear 
regression strategies).
Sweigert and Schabacker (1974) evaluated different 
techniques for predicting the future and concluded that the
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Delphi technique was among the most potentially useful 
forecasting methods in educational policy research. The 
object of using the Delphi technique is to obtain the most 
reliable consensus of opinion of a group of experts (Dalkey 
& Helmer, 1963).
Other Futures studies
The need for identifying future concerns and needs 
pertaining to agriculture are becoming more prevalent in the 
agriculture sector. Many organizations and agencies are 
concerned about the future of agriculture and their 
respective place in that future. The following studies are 
examples of futures research that were conducted in an 
attempt to forecast future concerns and needs of 
agriculture.
The Division of Agriculture, Oklahoma State University, 
conducted a comprehensive study of the resources, 
constraints, and opportunities challenging the state's 
agriculture to the year 2000. This study was a multi­
disciplinary effort with basic scientists, applied plant and 
animal scientists, engineers, educators, and economists 
working together to determine how to make the state's 
agriculture more productive and profitable. Numerous 
recommendations were made to Oklahoma agriculture and the 
Oklahoma State University Division of Agriculture, but
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priorities were not set. The study basically identified the 
issues that Oklahoma decision-makers needed to face 
(Oklahoma Agriculture 2000, 1982).
The Production Credit Association commissioned a study 
of the future of agriculture for its membership. The study 
included current trends in agriculture and projected 
research and technological developments. The results of 
this study were similar to the Oklahoma study in that 
recommendations were made but no priorities set (Agriculture 
2000 - A Look at the Future, 1983). Other similar studies 
in the agricultural sector include those conducted by 
Varnadore (1989), Chalamira and Lawrence (1984), and Bonanno 
(1988) .
Varnadore (1989) attempted to determine the 
characteristics of the meat industry in the year 2000 with 
implications for program development in agricultural 
education. This research used the Delphi technique with the 
panel of experts being comprised of personnel from the meat 
industry and academia. Their primary purpose for conducting 
this study was to determine curriculum content for meat 
course work in agricultural education in the year 2000.
They recognized that if educators are to prepare students to 
enter the workplace of the future, the educational programs 
must be planned relative to the needs of these students upon 
graduation. The meat industry, as well as agriculture as a 
whole, is changing at a very rapid pace. The researchers
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stated that, until this study was conducted, no research had 
been undertaken as to the long range needs o.f the meat 
industry. Traditionally, information about the past, along 
with some knowledge of the present has been used as a base 
for planning. Information that is current today is often 
outdated by the time it is published, and the skills being 
taught may not be relevant when the student enters the job 
market. In summary, they stated that vocational educators 
must look to the future as a means of keeping the meat 
curriculum current.
Chalamira and Lawrence (1984) investigated the 
agricultural research needs and priorities for West 
Virginia. Vocational agriculture teachers and county 
agricultural extension agents identified specific problems 
in West Virginia's agriculture that were most in need of 
research solutions. They stated that a need exists for a 
clear, dynamic process for evaluating current research 
activities, identifying potential research opportunities, 
and developing mission-oriented research priorities. They 
also stated that publicly supported agricultural research 
should be expanded and steps taken to ensure that research 
policy and programs adequately reflect the needs and 
concerns of their constituents.
Bonanno (1988) conducted a study to determine the major 
roles of county agricultural extension agents in the 
agricultural technology delivery system in the year 2000.
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State directors of cooperative extension were surveyed and 
asked to identify the major roles that agricultural 
extension agents would play. The statement with the highest 
rating was one that portrayed the agent in the role of 
problem solver, utilizing the resources of the land grant 
university to meet the needs and solve the problems of their 
clientele. Four of the top 10 items related to the agent's 
role as a link between the clientele and the research 
community.
The point to be made with regard to the above studies 
is that many organizations and agencies are concerned about 
the future of agriculture and their respective place in that 
future. The LCES needs to be concerned with the future of 
Louisiana agriculture and their role in that future. 
Chalamira and Lawrence (1984) investigated the agricultural 
research needs and priorities for West Virginia and 
developed a prioritized list of research needs. A 
prioritized list of research needs for the future should be 
developed for the LCES if it is to fulfill its obligation to 
Louisiana agriculture.
Delphi Technique
Delphi is the name given to a set of procedures for 
eliciting and refining the opinions of a group of people. 
Originally, the procedures were used with a group of experts 
or especially knowledgeable individuals (Dalkey, 1967).
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Over the years, the Delphi technique has been modified into 
many variations; therefore, very little can now be said 
about it that would generate complete agreement among 
current practitioners (Lee, 1977).
The rationale for the Delphi technique is the age-old 
adage, "Two heads are better than one," when the issue is 
one where exact knowledge is not available (Dalkey, 1972). 
The Delphi procedure has three basic features:
(a) iteration and controlled feedback
(b) anonymity
(c) statistical group response.
Delphi is the most widely used method of making 
forecasts in educational research (Lee, 1977). The Delphi 
technique is a method of eliciting and refining group 
judgments about the future. More recently, this technique 
has been used for the purpose of not only forecasting future 
events but also generating various types of estimates.
The Delphi technique was developed as a result of an 
Air Force-sponsored Rand Corporation study started in the 
early 1950s (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). The name Delphi is 
attributed to the historical Greek home of the mythical 
oracle Pythia whose pronouncements of the future were sought 
by many (DeMarco, 1964). The evolution of Delphi resulted 
from the need for United States defense planners to 
determine, from the point of view of a Soviet strategic 
planner, the strategic U.S. industrial targets and an
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estimation of the number of atomic bombs required to reduce 
the munitions output by a prescribed amount (Linstone & 
Turoff, 1975).
The alternative method of handling this problem at that 
time would have involved very extensive and costly data- 
collection processes, and the programming and execution of 
computer models of a size almost prohibitive on the 
computers available in the early fifties. Even if this 
alternative approach had been taken, a great many subjective 
estimates on Soviet intelligence and policies would still 
have dominated the results of the model. The original 
justification for the first Delphi study are still valid for 
many Delphi applications today. Namely, when accurate 
information is unavailable or expensive to obtain, or 
evaluation models require subjective inputs to the point 
where they become the dominating parameters, expert 
consensus yields useful data for decision making (Burcalow, 
1985).
During the 1960s, the Delphi technique came to the 
attention of individuals outside the defense community 
(Gordon & Helmer, 1964). Since then, the use of Delphi has 
spread throughout the world and found its way into 
government, industry, and academia.
Specific aspects of Delphi are the use of experts, 
obtaining consensus of opinion, the use of multiple rounds 
of intensive questionnaires to gain convergence of opinion,
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and providing controlled opinion feedback to panelists 
(Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). Delphi may be characterized as a 
method for structuring a group communication process so that 
the process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, 
as a whole, to deal with a complex problem (Linstone & 
Turoff, 1975).
Delphi was originally developed as a tool for 
scientific and technological forecasting. Its promising 
educational applications appear to be as: (a) a method for 
studying the process of thinking about the future; (b) a 
teaching tool that forces people to think about the future 
in a more complex way than they would ordinarily; and (c) a 
planning tool that could aid in probing priorities held by 
members and constituencies of an organization (Weaver,
1972).
A number of basic assumptions behind the use of the 
Delphi Technique as a forecasting tool have been developed. 
The assumptions listed by Ezell and Rogers (1977) are:
1. The spread of opinions narrows from the 
first to the second questionnaire and 
the median shifts toward the true 
answer.
2. Delphi interactions produce more 
accurate estimates than face-to-face 
confrontations.
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3. The error of the group is a function of 
the standard deviation.
4. Feedback (for extreme opinions) does not 
improve group accuracy.
5. Reliable ranking may be generated 
through the Delphi.
6. Emphasis is placed upon relative 
importance rather than particular value 
on the scale of importance.
Helmer (1967), one of the pioneers in developing the 
Delphi Technique, describes the technique as a systematic 
procedure for obtaining the opinions of experts on a 
particular subject. The consensus methodology of 
questionnaires with controlled information feedback (Delphi) 
was cited by Rescher (1981) as having a great advantage by 
reducing idiosyncratic bias from expert opinion. This 
method is one of the most workable and promising for 
science-technology.
The Delphi technique was selected by the author of this 
research project because of its numerous characteristics 
that meet the needs of the study. The technique, through a 
number of iterations, produces more accurate estimates than 
single questionnaires or face-to-face confrontations 
(Burcalow, 1985).
Although most group decision-making processes result in 
compromise decisions, a significant advantage of Delphi is
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that it forms a consensus of opinion by requiring 
justification for any significant deviation from the group 
average. Pfeiffer (1968) compared Delphi and direct 
confrontation groups and found that Delphi was more accurate 
in thirteen of sixteen cases, less accurate in two cases, 
and in one case the two methods were equal, indicating that 
Delphi was more accurate than direct confrontation. Adelson 
(1968) reported that Delphi, either modified or used in 
combination with other tools, is a very potent device for 
teaching people to think about the future.
In the Delphi technique, a technology or an issue is 
considered an important finding when consensus of the 
panelists is reached. Dajani (1979) stated that consensus 
occurs when unanimity is achieved concerning any given 
issue. When consensus results, the study may be terminated. 
Dalkey and Helmer (1963) reported that the Rand Corporation 
took the median of the responses as the consensus and then 
gave some consideration to the trend of responses. Other 
researchers have defined consensus as being reached when 50 
percent of the panelists reach agreement (Competency- 
Performance Based Teacher Education for Vocational Teacher 
Educators, 1976; Gray, 1972) .
Delphi, as it was originally developed and practiced, 
tended to deal with technical topics and seek a consensus 
among homogeneous groups of experts (Linstone & Turoff,
1975). As the use of Delphi increased with non-technical
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topics, the selection of the panel of "experts*' also
changed. It appears that the selection of the panel
continues to be a basic consideration to the success of any
Delphi (Burcalow, 1985). Although the use of the term
"expert" is still used, it is used loosely to include anyone
who can contribute relevant input (Pill, 1971). Gordon and
Munson (1981) observed that:
In a poll a great deal of effort is made to choose 
subjects randomly; in a Delphi sample, the 
respondents are chosen with particular care, by 
name, as experts who can make contributions to the 
subject at hand. The assumption is that expert 
judgment is more reliable in many instances than 
judgments of large populations; therefore, 
statistical measures are rarely evaluated in 
Delphi studies, (p. 5)
Five criteria for selecting the "panel of experts" were
specified by Tersine and Riggs (1976):
1. They must have a basic knowledge of the
problem area and be able to apply that 
knowledge.
2. They must have a good performance record 
in their particular areas.
3. They must possess a high degree of 
objectivity and rationality.
4. They must have the time available to
participate to the conclusion of the
program.
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5. They must be willing to give the amount 
of time and effort to do a thorough job 
of participation.
Existing literature provides guidance on the 
appropriate size of the panel. As panelists are selected on 
the basis of what they can contribute, representativeness 
and size of the population do not appear to be important 
factors. Delbecq (1975) concluded that sample size is 
related to the variability of the target group or groups.
The size of the respondent panel may vary. With a 
homogeneous group of people, 10 to 15 participants might be 
enough. However, in cases where several identifiable groups 
are involved, several hundred people might participate. Few 
new ideas are generated within a homogeneous group once the 
size exceeds thirty well-chosen participants. However, 
there may be good reasons for selecting a larger number of 
respondents. If the purpose of the Delphi study involves 
increasing group understanding or gaining group support, 
then a large panel of participants might be involved simply 
for motivational as opposed to informational purposes.
Gordon and Munson (1981) reported that samples used in 
Delphi studies are much smaller than statistically-based 
polls and generally run between 10 and 100 persons. If the 
group is homogeneous, between 10 and 15 respondents should 
be sufficient to generate effective results (Tersine &
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Riggs, 1976). The general feeling is that sample size 
should be the minimum necessary (Gordon & Munson, 1981; 
Tersine & Riggs, 1976).
The repetitious use of questionnaires in the Delphi 
technique is the unique feature of this technique which 
results in achieving consensus on a topic. The number of 
repetitions has been the focus of several studies. Linstone 
and Turoff (1975) concluded that, usually, three rounds 
provided sufficient stability in the responses. Generally, 
rounds exceeding the third have shown very little change and 
are increasingly unacceptable to participants.
The Delphi technique can also be modified to fit 
individual research situations. The two most common 
modifications of Delphis either start with Round 0, an open- 
ended, idea-generating questionnaire, or a set of topics or 
issues developed by a design team usually using 
"specialists" on the subject being explored (Burcalow,
1985) .
In summary, the Delphi model provides distinct 
advantages for this study. It is a most appropriate model 
when there is uncertainty about the future and when 
complexities surround the area (Dalkey, 1968). Hostrop 
(1975) found the Delphi technique useful to assess ideas, 
rank goals and objectives, and to establish consensus on 
ideas. Time, commitments, and costs associated with group 
meetings are eliminated with the Delphi model. Benefits of
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interactive dialogue are maintained while domination by an 
individual(s) is suppressed (Sutphin & Camp, 1990). Delphi 
also provides for collective decision making on broad and 
complex issues that require subjective judgments (Linstone & 
Turoff, 197 5). Because the responses will be treated 
anonymously, each respondent's views will carry equal weight 
- an inherent quality of the Delphi process.
Limitations of Delphi
Use of the Delphi technique has been recognized in many 
countries and in numerous disciplines as a useful research
tool to focus on issues and the future. However, it also
has several limitations (Buraclow, 1985).
Tersine and Riggs (1976) identified several limitations 
or problems that must be considered when using Delphi:
1. Selection of the panelists
2. Length of time to complete the process
3. Whether to use open-ended or structured questions
4. The number of questionnaires to use
5. The number and design of feedback reports
6. Guidelines for aggregation of panel judgments
Critical problems exist with any attempt at predicting
the future through any type of methodology. Gordon and 
Ament (1969) observed that the only thing certain in dealing 
with the future is that forecasts will seldom prove entirely 
correct or complete. Inevitably, there will be discoveries
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and events which cannot be anticipated: New scientific
understanding; political changes; and natural catastrophes.
The Likert-type measurement scale has traditionally 
been used when gathering responses in the Delphi technique. 
Kerlinger (1965), however, warned against using rating 
scales for any and all measurement needs. Constant rating 
errors take several forms which are extremely difficult to 
avoid. The halo effect is a tendency to rate items in a 
constant direction of the general impression a respondee has 
of all of the items. According to Kerlinger (1965), there 
are two important sources of constant error. The first is 
the error of severity, a tendency to rate all items low.
This tendency is evident when a respondee rates with an 
apparent feeling that nothing is important enough to get a 
top rating. The other source is the error of leniency, the 
tendency to rate too high. This tendency is evident when a 
respondee rates with an apparent feeling that everything is 
of importance. In addition to these two sources of error, 
there is the tendency to avoid all of these extreme 
judgments and to rate right-down-the-middle of a rating 
scale. The error here could be classified as an error of 
central tendency.
When utilizing the Likert-type scale, the respondees 
are asked to rate each item on its own merit. No one item 
is dependent on another item. In the Delphi process where 
the researcher is trying to force priorities from a
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respondee, it is important that a rating scale be used where 
participants are forced to identify one item as having a 
greater priority than another item (Rumble, 1974).
One alternative to the Likert scale is the scale used 
in the Q methodology, a rating scale which presumably forces 
a respondee to be more discriminating in their choices. The 
Q methodology is a complex form of rank ordering objects or 
items which are listed on cards. Kerlinger (1965) stated 
that the normal distribution gained by the Q sort is not as 
important as the fact that individuals are forced to make 
discriminations that they often will not make unless they 
are required to do so.
Rumble (1974) compared the Likert and Q-sort rating 
scales and found a positive correlation between them. The 
Q-sort methodology could be used in the Delphi process and 
thus reduce the bias error found in the Likert scale. After 
careful consideration by this researcher, it was decided 
that Delphi would be the most appropriate technique for this 
study. The researcher also decided that the Likert-type 
scale would be the most appropriate for this study due to 
the mechanical problems associated with forcing respondents 




The key to forecasting probable future events or issues 
rests with the selection of an appropriate communication 
process within a panel of experts. The uniqueness of the 
problem to be studied and the characteristics of the 
panelists require a process with special properties. The 
Delphi technique was selected as the most appropriate mode 
of communication for this research. Linstone and Turoff 
(1975) stated that the Delphi has properties which provide 
an effective communication process for the following 
uniqueness of problems and specific characteristics of the 
audience:
1. The problem does not lend itself to 
precise analytical techniques but can 
benefit from subjective judgments on a 
collective basis.
2. The individuals needed to contribute to 
the examination of a broad or complex 
problem have no history of adequate 
communication and may represent diverse 
backgrounds with respect to experience 
or expertise.
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3. More individuals are needed than can 
effectively interact in a face-to-face 
exchange.
4. Tine and cost nake frequent group 
meetings unfeasible.
5. The efficiency of face-to-face meetings 
can be increased by a supplemental group 
communication process.
6. Disagreements among individuals are so 
severe or politically unpalatable that 
the communication process must be 
refereed and/or anonymity assured.
7. The heterogeneity of the participants 
must be preserved to assure validity of 
the results (i.e., avoidance of 
domination by quantity or by strength of 
personality).
The Delphi process reduces or eliminates a greater 
number of the problems associated with the communication 
processes of a futures study than other forecasting 
techniques. No other process has the extent of needed 
properties that the Delphi technique contains (Burcalow, 
1985).
The primary purpose of this study was to determine 
future research priorities of the LCES. Therefore, some 
type of futures research methodology was needed.
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Forecasting techniques can be separated into two general 
classes, quantitative techniques and qualitative techniques 
(Hackett, 1982}. Quantitative techniques rely on historical 
data while qualitative techniques are most often used in 
cases where historical data are not available.
The method of forecasting determined to be the most 
appropriate for use in this study was the Delphi. Weaver 
(1971) stated that even though this method has not been 
completely successful in predicting the future, it can be a 
useful planning tool for probing priorities held by members 
and constituencies of organizations. It is a well- 
established qualitative technique that uses expert opinion 
to gauge the subjective probability of an event's occurrence 
and the magnitude of its effect (Hackett, 1982) .
Panel Selection
The success of a Delphi is highly dependent on the 
panelists' knowledge of the subject area (Jolson & Rossow, 
1971). Having a knowledge of, and a current relationship 
with, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service were the 
initial criteria for selecting panelists for this study.
The panel for this study was comprised of Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service personnel who are either 
project leaders/specialists, district agents, or 
county/parish agents deemed by their respective district
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agents as knowledgeable of Extension and the LCES system, 
progressive in their thinking, and effective in carrying out 
the responsibilities of their position.
The state of Louisiana is comprised of 64 parishes.
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service has divided 
these parishes into 7 areas (see Appendix A). Each of these 
areas encompasses from 8 to 10 parishes (Area 1 = 10 
parishes, Area 2 = 10 parishes, Area 3 = 9  parishes, Area 4 
= 9 parishes, Area 5 = 9  parishes, Area 6 = 8  parishes, and 
Area 7 = 9  parishes). Each of these Areas has a District 
Agent who is responsible for his/her particular area.
The panel of experts for this study was comprised of 48 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service personnel 
distributed as follows:
A. District Agents (n=7)












Aquaculture, Wildlife and Sea Grant
4-H and Youth Development
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education 
Programs






Audubon Sugar Institute 
Extension Education
C. Field Staff (n=2l)
Each of the seven district agents nominated nine 
of their field staff (agents), three from 
agriculture, three from home economics, and three 
from 4-H. A panel of three, comprised of the 
Associate Director and the two Assistant Directors 
of the LCES, who were not in the study, rated each 
nominee by district and area of responsibility.
The ratings were done secretly with only the 
researcher knowing the final rating of the 
nominees. The nominees from each district with 
the highest rating in agriculture, home economics, 
and 4-H were included in the study.
The size of the panel is dependent upon the homogeneity 
of the group(s) and the number of groups (Tersine & Riggs,
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1976). Group size and homogeneity becomes more critical if 
the goal of the Delphi is to establish priorities or develop 
policies. Therefore, this research was designed to include 
only LCES personnel, because the ultimate goal was to 
develop a prioritized research agenda for the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service for the future.
Instrumentation
This study used the Delphi technique to identify the 
research priorities that are likely to be of importance to 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service in the future. 
Three rounds of questionnaires were considered appropriate 
for this study.
Round 0
The basic Delphi consisting of an opened-ended question 
asking what research will be needed in Extension's 
educational program was used in the initial round to 
generate a list of research priorities deemed important for 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
To assist the panel members in identifying specific 
items, seven general categories (see Appendix B) were 
modified from a study conducted by Burcalow (1985). The 
seven categories related to staffing patterns, program 
development, program implementation, program emphasis,
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program evaluation, barriers to technological adoption, and 
other research that will be needed by the LCES.
Round 1
A compiled list of all the research priorities obtained 
from Round 0 was included in the Round l instrument (see 
Appendix C). The Round 1 questionnaire requested the 
participants to rate each identified item on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale. The scale ranged from "1 = Strongly 
Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree."
Round 2
The Round 2 questionnaire again consisted of the 
research priorities identified by the Round 0 questionnaire 
(see Appendix D). The Round 2 questionnaire requested the 
participants to again rate each identified item on the same 
7-point Likert-type scale. The overall group rating 
(median) from Round 1 was given for each item. Each 
participant had the opportunity to agree with the group 
rating or to rate the research item as they perceive it to 
be of importance to the LCES.
Consensus was considered on an item if 60% of the 




The panelists were mailed the questionnaire, a cover 
letter, and a postage-paid, pre-addressed return envelope 
for each round. Ten days after each mailing, a second 
mailing of the questionnaire was made. A first telephone 
follow-up of nonrespondents was conducted 10 days after each 
second mailing. A second telephone follow-up of 
nonrespondents was conducted 10 days after the first 
telephone follow-up.
The study was fully explained to each participant and 
each participant acknowledged whether they were willing to 
participate in this study by returning the Round 0 
questionnaire. Problems with non-response were therefore 
anticipated to be minimal. If, however, after a second 
mailing and two follow-up phone calls response was not 
attained, then the nonrespondent was dropped from the study.
Data Analysis
Data analysis for this study consisted of descriptive 
statistics, including means, standard deviations and 
medians, and inferential statistics.
PfrjggtAve 1
Identify specific problems most in need of 
research solutions for the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service as perceived by Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service field staff and 
state office personnel knowledgeable in the needs 
of their constituents and Louisiana agriculture.
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The Round 0 open-ended questionnaire was used to 
identify specific problems most in need of research 
solutions as perceived by the panel of experts for this 
study, (see Appendix B)
Objective 2
Identify those research items meeting the criteria 
for consensus and to rank the research items 
according to their perceived importance.
The items from Round 2 that met the criteria for 
consensus were ranked in order of importance. The mean 
response for each item was used to rank each priority. A 
final list was identified and ranked from the highest mean 
response being identified as the most important priority to 
the lowest mean response being the least important priority, 
as perceived by the participants.
Objective 3
Determine if a difference exists between state 
level personnel and field staff in their rating of 
the research items.
To accomplish this objective, the participants were 
divided into two groups: field staff and state level
personnel. Field staff were defined as county/parish agents 
(n=21). State level personnel were defined as district 
agents and project leaders (n=27). A t-test was utilized to 
determine if a significant difference existed between the
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item ratings of these two groups of respondents. The alpha 
level in determining significance was established a priori 
at the .05 level.
CHAPTER IV 
Findings of the Study
The primary purpose of this study was to determine 
future research priorities for the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service. The method of forecasting determined to 
be the most appropriate for use in this study was the 
Delphi. It is a well established qualitative technique that 
uses the expert opinion of a panel to project future events 
or needs of an organization.
Having a knowledge of, and a current relationship with, 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service were the initial 
criteria for selecting panelists for this study. The 
initial panel for this study consisted of 48 LCES personnel. 
Eight members of the initial panel (5 state level personnel 
and 3 field staff) did not return the Round 0 questionnaire 
and therefore declined to participate in this study. The 
final panel consisted of 40 LCES personnel who did agree to 
participate by responding to the Round 0 questionnaire. The 
panel is described on the following demographic variables.
Demographic description of the panel
Panel members were asked to indicate their age 
category. Only one panel member responded that they were in 
the age range of 20 to 30, and only three panel members 
responded they were over sixty years of age. Sixty percent
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(n=24) of the panel members were between 41 and 60 years of 
age, with 38% (n=15) responding they were 51 to 60 years of 




Age Range D I
20 - 30 1 2
31 - 40 12 30
41 - 50 9 22
51 - 60 15 38
Over 60 3 8
Fifty-five percent (n=22) of the panel members were 
classified for the purpose of this study as state level 
personnel. This group consisted of 15 specialists/project 
leaders and seven district agents. Forty-five percent 
(n=18) were field staff (parish agents). Twenty-six (65%) 
of the panel members were male, and fourteen (35%) were 
female.
The educational level of the panel members is shown in 
Table 2. Only one panel member indicated that they had less 
than a masters degree as their highest educational level.
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Nineteen of the panel members indicated that they had a 
doctorate as their highest educational level.
Table 2
Education level o f  respondents





The total years the panel members had been employed by 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is shown in 
Table 3. Forty-two percent (n=17) of the panel members had 
been employed by the LCES over 20 years. Eighty percent 
(n=32) of the panel members had been employed by the LCES 
over 10 years.
Table 3
Total years employed bv the LCES
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Years n 1
Less than 5 3 7
6 - 1 0 5 13
11 ~ 15 10 25
16 - 20 5 13
Over 2 0 17 42
The number of years the panel members had been in their 
present position is described in Table 4. Thirty percent 
(n=12) had been in their current position for less than five 
years. Eighty percent (n=32) had been in their current 
position for fifteen years or less.
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Table 4
Number of years in present position
Years n i
Less than 5 12 30
6 - 1 0 9 23
11 - 15 11 27
16 - 20 3 7
Over 2 0 5 13
Objective 1
Identification <?t Research Iterog
The first objective of this study was to identify 
specific problems most in need of research solutions for the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service field staff and 
state office personnel knowledgeable of the needs of their 
constituents and Louisiana agriculture.
To accomplish this objective, an open-ended 
questionnaire was mailed to the panel selected for this 
study (N=48). The questionnaire listed seven general 
categories of the Extension education program to serve as a 
guide for the respondents. After two mailings of the 
questionnaire and two telephone follow-ups, 40 of the panel 
responded. The 40 respondents identified 165 research items
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perceived as being of importance to the LCES in the 
categories of staffing patterns, program development, 
program implementation, program emphasis, program 
evaluation, barriers to technological adoption, and other 
research. Forty items were identified in the category of 
staffing patterns, 31 in the category of program 
development, 26 in the category of program implementation,
15 in the category of program emphasis, 22 in the category 
of program evaluation, 16 in the category of barriers to 
technological adoption, and 15 in the category of other 
research. Table 5 presents the results of the Round 0 
questionnaire.
Table 5
Research items identified in round 0
5 9
STAFFING PATTERNS
1. Research to determine the effect of employing education 
graduates to conduct our 4-H youth program versus 
agriculture or home economic graduates.
2. Research to evaluate the increased utilization of
volunteer leaders in 4-H to expand an agent's
effectiveness (enroll and teach more youth).
3. Research to develop an organizational design to 
emphasize career-oriented 4-H positions (youth work 
throughout career).
4. Research to determine whether current staffing patterns 
are effective in actually meeting the needs of 
extension clientele and whether or not they are cost 
effective.
5. Research to determine the appropriate size of a parish 
staff or state level division.
6* Research to determine if there are too many
specialists/administrators as compared to the number of 
agents in the field.
7. Research to identify long term projections for staffing 




8. Research to determine a uniform formula for staffing 
parish offices.
9. Research to determine the feasibility of matching 
agents having specific technical agriculture knowledge 
with parishes where this knowledge can best be used.
10. Research to determine if specialists are spending 
adequate time with agents in the field.
11. Research to determine the number of area agents needed 
for each area.
12. Research to determine the feasibility of agents working 
across parish lines in specific fields.
13. Research to develop a formula for staffing parish 4-H 
agents based on the number of 4-H club members.
14. Research to determine if extension’s present staffing 
patterns are truly reflecting the direction of 
extension's program emphases.
15. Research to determine the feasibility of placing a 4-H 
coordinator in each area.
16. Research to determine whether the extension service 
should continue to increase the specialist force or 





17. Research to determine the feasibility of employing some 
editorial personnel at the field level to enhance local 
communications.
18. Research to determine if new agents need more training 
in order to be more productive.
19. Research to determine what kind of extension service 
and staffs the people of Louisiana want.
20. Research to determine the effectiveness of parish 
versus area staffing.
21. Research to determine the problems encountered by 
parish staffs, and the knowledge/training needed.
22. Research to evaluate "burn-out" and staffing patterns 
(assignment changes) has on this problem.
23. Research to develop flexible staffing at the field and 
state office level to address changing needs and 
programs.
24. Research to determine police juries and school board 
reaction to: Multi-parish area agents. Multi-parish 
responsibilities of parish agents, Location of 
specialists at area extension centers.
25. Research to determine the political stability of parish 
extension offices with reduced staff.




27. Research to determine if more area agents would enhance 
parish programs.
28. Research examining the role of specialists - Comparison 
of reactive and pro-active roles in terms of time and 
program impact.
29. Research on the impact of leadership training on job 
satisfaction and program effectiveness.
30. Research on how to communicate more effectively between 
district agents and specialists.
31. Research on whether field staff should specialize in a 
particular subject area and be assigned to multi-parish 
responsibilities.
32. Research will be needed to clarify parish staff 
priorities in times of budgetary cuts.
33. Research to compare the success of various staffing 
patterns used by other states.
34. Research to determine the balance between state, area, 
and local staffs as extension is down-staffing.
35. Research to determine if the extension service has 
properly trained agents in all locations of the state.
36. Research on the impact a lack of professional degrees 
in Home Economics Education and Vocational Agriculture 




37. Research on how to limit agent's responsibilities to 
fewer specific areas.
38. Research on methods that could be used by the LCES in 
dealing with incompetent agents.
39. Research on why there is a lack of women in middle and 
upper management in the LCES.
40. Research on whether assigning agents to both adult and 
youth work is hurting both programs.
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
41. Compare success of national initiatives educational 
program versus grass roots generated programs.
42. Compare Advisory Committee priorities with agent's 
Program and Plan of Work to identify similar
obj ect ives.
43. Research as to the most effective method of needs 
assessment.
44. Research to determine the true impact that current 
extension programs are having.
45. Research to determine if extension is really making a 





46. Development of programs that will have an impact on 
entire communities.
47. Research to determine the proper program length and 
time span between repeated programs.
48. Research to determine how to make programs have short 
range or immediate benefits to the clientele.
49. Research to determine if more emphasis needs to be 
placed on parish office input concerning the direction 
of extension programs.
50. Research to determine if more educational programs for 
4-H leaders are needed in order for them to effectively 
teach.
51. Research to determine the areas that require more of 
the agents time.
52. Research to determine what program training methods 
work best.
53. Research to identify the literacy level of clientele.
54. Research to determine if extension's current practice
of identifying program needs and priority setting are 
fully responsive to the current needs of the people.
55. Research to determine at what level (national, state,




56. Research to determine the in-service training needed to 
train 4-H agents to do adult work in agriculture.
57. Research to determine if the current system of program 
development is effective.
58. Research to determine what programs are most successful 
with youth at risk.
59. Research to determine the effect of 4-H participation 
on citizen involvement as adults.
60. Research comparing the makeup of advisory committees 
and the diversity of audiences reached.
61. Research to determine whether a "top down" or a "bottom 
up" approach to program development works best.
62. Research to determine why some people accept extension 
programs and others do not.
63. Research to determine if "issues programming" is where 
LCES needs to focus its efforts.
64. Research on the training needs of parish agents in 
regards to specific subject areas.
65. Research on networking with other agencies and 
institutions so as not to duplicate efforts.
66. Research to determine if more packaged (canned) 




67. Research on ways to increase high school student's 
interest in 4-H.
68. Research to identify the key community leaders that 
should be included in advisory committees.
69. Research on the impact a lack of LCES program 
development specialists has upon LCES program 
development.
70. Research on how LCES agents are responding to changes 
in programming.
71. Research to determine why LCES state specialists are 
not creating more "hands on" and ready-to-use 
educational literature.
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
72. A study to determine the most effective methods and 
techniques of teaching culturally diverse audiences.
73. Utilization of paraprofessionals in disseminating 
Extension information.
74. Effectiveness of mass media to teach rather than create 
awareness.
75. Research to determine what types of extension teaching 




76. Research to determine whether the educational level of 
extension clientele effects their adoption of extension 
recommendations.
77. Research to determine the effectiveness and current use 
of mass media teaching.
78. Research to determine the most effective method of 
training agents.
79. Research to determine a better means of "in house" 
communication and implementation.
80. Research as to the feasibility of developing a series
of video tapes demonstrating the major aspects of
production agriculture.
81. Research to determine if extension is effectively 
reaching nontraditional audiences.
82. Research to determine if the use of innovative audience 
techniques will enhance learning experiences in program 
delivery.
83. Research as to the effectiveness of using volunteers in 
an expanded role.
84. Research to determine if the extension service should
continue its current program implementation of working





85. Research to determine how effective electronic delivery 
systems are in gaining adoption by clientele.
86. Research to determine what effect media advertising and 
publicity have on the public's perception and success 
of programs.
87. Research to determine if agents have a proper 
understanding between goals, objectives, and measurable 
outcomes.
88. Research on when and how to use local leaders and 
volunteers in program implementation.
89. Research to determine the impact of visual aids, and 
the types of visual aids that are most effective.
90. Research to determine if the traditional program 
implementation methods are still effective for 
Louisiana, or does extension need new approaches for 
today’s society.
91. Research to determine what methods to use to maintain 
the interest of youth in 4-H throughout high school.
92. Research on the ’’processes" used in program 
implementation or evaluation of networking and 
coalition building processes.
93. Research to determine if more out-of-school programs 




94. Research to identify new training approaches that will 
be needed by both staff and clientele.
95. Research to determine the effectiveness of 4-H meeting 
demonstrations as a teaching method.
96. Research to determine the effectiveness of 4-H officer 
and leader training.
97. Research on whether the LCES needs to update its
material in relation to the '90s lifestyles.
PROGRAM EMPHASIS
98. Research the retraining steps necessary for faculty to 
conduct their educational programs in technical areas 
previously not covered bv faculty (technical and 
psychological).
99. Methods to determine the true needs of clients other 
than advisory groups (use of surveys, polls, etc.).
100. Development of long term goals that will guide the 
structure and emphasis of extension programs.
101. Research to determine the actual needs of 4-H youth.
102. Research to determine the most effective ways of




103. Research to determine if too much emphasis is being
placed on competition rather than on education in the
4-H program.
104. Research to determine how to improve the image of 
extension on a statewide level.
105. Research to determine if state specialists are placing 
adequate emphasis on the 4-H program.
106. Research to determine if more state-wide programs are
needed.
107. Research to determine the economic impact of program 
areas in order to decide on program emphasis.
108. Research to determine what programs currently in place
should be expanded or dropped.
109. Research to determine the needs of youth for informal 
education programs at different age levels.
110. Research on program emphasis and result/impact on the 
target audience.
111. Research to determine if extension's issues based
programming is reaching the needs of our changing
society.
112. Research to determine how LCES agents really determine 





113. Study the evaluation procedures currently used to 
measure behavioral changes in youth and family life 
situations (attitudes, being career oriented, cultural 
values, etc.).
114. Research to determine the actual success/failure of 
extension programs.
115. Research to determine why youth decide not to re-enroll 
in the 4-H program.
116. Research to determine the impact of the new 4-H 
literature.
117. Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument that 
will give a true picture of the kind of job each 
individual agent is really doing.
118. Research to develop methods of evaluating educational 
programs based on results, and not on numbers reached.
119. Research to determine if current evaluation methods are 
biased.
120. Research to develop various evaluation methods for 
different audiences.
121. Research to determine if a program evaluator needs to 




122. Research to determine how to link goals, objectives, 
and end results together in evaluating programs.
123. Research to determine what and when to evaluate.
124. Research on the possibility of "peer review" on a
regular basis.
125. Research to determine if a program has a self-esteem 
building effect on youth.
126. Research to develop a self-esteem assessment 
instrument.
127. Research to identify whether agents believe evaluation 
is a tool for program improvement.
128. Research on the use of relevance, quality, and utility 
as criteria for excellence in program evaluation.
129. Research on how to train agents to evaluate programs,
not activities.
130. Research to identify a method of evaluating 
agricultural programs.
131. Research to determine if "key indicators" are actually 
indicative of a programs success.
132. Research to determine if there are key indicators that 





133. Research to determine clientele and governing bodies 
satisfaction with extension programs.
134. Research to identify clientele not directly related to 
extension and determine what information is actually 
reaching our audiences.
BARRIERS TO TECHNOLOGICAL ADOPTION
135. Research to determine the most effective teaching 
techniques and methods for the barrier of a very 
culturally diverse clientele.
136. Research to study the cost effectiveness of training 
all extension agents basic computer skills to eliminate 
the barrier of computer illiteracy.
137. Research to study the cost effectiveness of placing a 
FAX machine in each parish office to eliminate the 
barrier of slow communication.
138. Research to determine who producers go to most often 
for information.
139. Research to reduce the time it takes for cutting edge 
technology to be cleared for extension recommendation.
14 0. Research to develop better coordination and 





141. Research to determine if field agents need more 
detailed information on recommended practices.
142. Research to determine the best ways to market 
extension's programs on a more professional basis that 
will give credibility to the LCES.
14 3. Research to determine how to broaden extension's
resource base and better work with other agencies.
144. Research on what producers expect of extension on the 
issue of environmental quality.
145. Research on what producers expect of extension in the 
area of animal rights.
146. Research on in-service training methods to upgrade 
technological skills of personnel.
147. Research on how to encourage innovation at the local 
and state levels.
148. Research to determine if the lack of technological
adoption by agents is due to their refusal to be open-
minded about new ideas.
149. Research to identify innovative ways to teach clientele 
who have a low educational level.






151. Research to determine the best way to develop an 
educational program for the non-agricultural public 
about production agriculture.
152. Research as to the best delivery method of an 
educational program to educate the non-agricultural 
segment of the population about production agriculture.
153. Research to evaluate the effects/rewards of personnel 
evaluations on raises, promotion, etc.
154. Research to identify factors that influence personnel 
moral.
155. Research to determine what factors deter or encourage 
personnel to take risks in programming.
156. Research on whether extension needs to expand or 
decrease in terms of staff and program areas.
157. Research on whether extension should remain strictly 
agricultural, or get into other types of educational 
programs.
158. Research on what is the true perception of extension by 
society.
159. Research to determine if 4-H is perceived to be a 




160. Research to determine how to better integrate the 
various areas of expertise.
161. Research to determine if extension should be more pro­
active in the area of environmental education.
162. Research to develop a standardized evaluation 
instrument for district agents to use in evaluating 
field staff.
163. Research to determine if the "new" mission statement is 
well understood across the state.
164. Research to determine the impact working for the LCES 
has on the professionals home life.
165. Research to determine if time management training is 
needed by LCES agents.
Objective 2
Round 1 Ratings
The items identified in Round 0 were included in the 
Round 1 questionnaire as they were written by the panel 
members for fear that any wording changes made by the 
researcher may alter the way the item would be perceived by 
the panel. Every attempt was made to eliminate duplicate 
items. However, if the researcher felt that closely related 
items could be perceived differently by the members of the 
panel, they were included.
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The second objective was to identify those research 
items meeting the criteria for consensus and to rank the 
research items according to their perceived importance. In 
order to accomplish this objective, two iterations were 
required. In the Round 1 questionnaire, the panel members 
(N=4 0) were asked to rate each of the 165 research items on 
a 7-point Likert-type scale. The scale ranged from "1 = 
Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree." Thirty-nine 
(N=39) panel members returned the Round 1 questionnaire.
The following interpretive scale was established to 
facilitate reporting of these findings. "Strongly Agree" - 
a mean rating of less than or equal to 1.5, "Agree" - a mean 
rating of 1.51 to 2.5, "Slightly Agree" - a mean rating of 
2.51 to 3.5, "Undecided" - a mean rating of 3.51 to 4.49, 
"Slightly Disagree" - a mean rating of 4.50 to 5.49, 
"Disagree" - a mean rating of 5.50 to 6.49, and "Strongly 
Disagree" - a mean rating of greater than or equal to 6.5.
Each category will be presented separately for Round 1 
findings. Table 6 presents the research items in descending 
order of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category 
of staffing patterns.
Table 6
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research it etna in the category of Btaffi.no patterns
Research Item Mean* SD Median
STAFFING PATTERNS
4. Research to determine whether current staffing
patterns are effective in actually meeting the needs 
of extension clientele and whether or not they are
cost effective. 2.205 1.216
9. Research to determine the feasibility of matching 
agents having specific technical agriculture 
knowledge with parishes where this knowledge can
best be used. 2.308 1.280
18. Research to determine if new agents need more
training in order to be more productive. 2.308 1.507
2. Research to evaluate the increased utilization of 
volunteer leaders in 4-H to expand an agent's





19. Research to determine what kind of extension service
and staffs the people of Louisiana want.
3. Research to develop an organizational design to
emphasize career-oriented 4-H positions (youth work 
throughout career).
6. Research to determine if there are too many
specialists/administrators as compared to the number 
of agents in the field.
16. Research to determine whether the extension service 
should continue to increase the specialist force or 
place an increased number of personnel at the field 
level.
21. Research to determine the problems encountered by











5. Research to determine the appropriate size of a 
parish staff or state level division.
10. Research to determine if specialists are spending
adequate time with agents in the field.
7. Research to identify long term projections for
staffing that would fit the expected long term 
funding.
22. Research to evaluate "burn-out" and staffing
patterns (assignment changes) has on thiB problem.
38. Research on methods that could be used by the LCES
in dealing with incompetent agents- 
1. Research to determine the effect of employing
education graduates to conduct our 4-H youth program 













40. Research whether assigning agentB to both adult and 
youth work is hurting both programs.
14. Research to determine if extension’s present
staffing patterns are truly reflecting the direction
of extension's program emphases.
35. Research to determine if the extension service has 
properly trained agents in all locations of the 
state.
28. Research examining the role of specialists -
Comparison of reactive and pro-active roles in terms 
of time and program impact.
24. Research to determine police juries and school board
reaction to: Multi-parish area agents, Multi-parish
responsibilities of pariBh agents, Location of 











34. Research to determine the balance between state, 
area, and local staffb as extension is down- 
staffing.
23. Research to develop flexible staffing at the field
and state office level to address changing needs and 
programs.
20. Research to determine the effectiveness of parish 
versus area staffing.
31. Research on whether field staff should specialize in 
a particular subject area and be assigned to multi- 
parish responsibilities.
8. Research to determine a uniform formula for staffing 
parish offices.
29. Research on the impact of leadership training on job 












12. Research to determine the feasibility of agents 
working across parish lineB in specific fields.
37. Research on how to limit agent's responsibilities to 
fewer specific areas.
11, Research to determine the number of area agents 
needed for each area.
32. Research will be needed to clarify parish staff 
priorities in times of budgetary cuts.
25. Research to determine the political stability of 
parish extension offices with reduced staff.
17. Research to determine the feasibility of employing 
Borne editorial personnel at the field level to 
enhance local communications.
33, Research to compare the success of various staffing 












Research Item Mean3 SD Median
15. Research to determine the feasibility of placing a 
4-H coordinator in each area. 3.795 2.285 4
36. Research on the impact a lack of professional 
degrees in Home Economics Education and Vocational 
Agriculture Education has on professional 
effectiveness. 3.846 1.940 4
27. Research to determine if more area agents would 
enhance parish programs. 3.923 1.812 4
30. Research on how to communicate more effectively 
between district agents and specialists. 4.026 1.646 4
39. Research on why there is a lack of women in middle 
and upper management in the LCES. 4.026 2.071 4
13. Research to develop a formula for staffing pariBh 4- 
H agents based on the number of 4-H club members. 4.103 2.186 4
26. Research on parish staffing based on population. 4.128 1.838 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 - Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree"*
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There were 4 0 identified research items in the category 
of staffing patterns. The panel members rated 5 of the 
items in the "Agree" range, 2 5 in the "Slightly Agree" range 
and 10 in the "Undecided" range. The mean ratings from 
Round l for the items in the category of staffing patterns 
ranged from 2.205 (Agree) to 4.128 (Undecided). The highest 
rated items in the category of staffing patterns were:
4. Research to determine whether current staffing 
patterns are effective in actually meeting the 
needs of extension clientele and whether or not 
they are cost effective.
9. Research to determine the feasibility of matching 
agents having specific technical agriculture 
knowledge with parishes where this knowledge can 
best be used.
18. Research to determine if new agents need more
training in order to be more productive.
2. Research to evaluate the increased utilization of
volunteer leaders in 4-H to expand an agent's
effectiveness (enroll and teach more youth).
The mean rating for these items ranged from 2.205 to 
2.359, which placed them in the "Agree” range of the scale 
used for this study.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of staffing patterns were:
13. Research to develop a formula for staffing parish 
4-H agents based on the number of 4-H club members.
26. Research on parish staffing based on population.
The mean rating for the items were 4.103 (item 13) and 
4.128 (item 26). Both of these mean ratings are in the
"Undecided” range of the scale used in this study.
Table 7 presents the research items in descending orde 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program development.
Table 7
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research iterne in the category of program development
Research Item Mean* SD Median
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
67. Research on ways to increase high school student's
interest in 4-H. 2.077 1.562 2
44. Research to determine the true impact that current
extension programs are having. 2.231 1.366 2
65. Research on networking with other agencies and
institutions so as not to duplicate efforts. 2.564 1.334 2
45. Research to determine if extension is really making 
a difference with a significant part of the
population of Louisiana. 2.590 1.464 2
71. Research to determine why LCES state specialists are 
not creating more "hands on" and ready-to-use





41. Compare eucceBs of national initiatives educational
program versus grass roots generated programs.
52. Research to determine what program training methods
work best.
64. Research on the training needs of parish agents in
regards to Bpecific subject areas.
43. Research as to the moBt effective method of needs
assessment.
58. Research to determine what programs are most
successful with youth at risk.
49. Research to determine if more emphasis needB to be
placed on parish office input concerning the 
direction of extension programs.
56. Research to determine the in-service training needed













54. Research to determine if extension's current
practice of identifying program needB and priority 
setting are fully responsive to the current needs of 
the people.
50. Research to determine if more educational programs 
for 4-H leaders are needed in order for them to 
effectively teach.
66. Research to determine if more packaged (canned) 
programs would free agents for other duties.
42. Compare Advisory Committee priorities with agent's 
Program and Plan of Work to identify similar 
objectives.












57. Research to determine if the current system of 
program development lb effective.
59. Research to determine the effect of 4-H
participation on citizen involvement as adults.
51. Research to determine the areas that require more of 
the agents time.
48. Research to determine how to make programs have
short range or immediate benefits to the clientele.
70. Research on how LCES agents are responding to
changes in programming.
63. Research to determine if "issues programming" is 
where LCES needs to focus its efforts.
62. Research to determine why Bome people accept













60. Research comparing the makeup of advisory committees 
and the diversity of audiences reached.
61. Research to determine whether a "top down" or a
"bottom up" approach to program development works
beat.
69. Research on the impact a lack of LOGS program
development specialists has upon LCES program
development.
68. Research to identify the key community leaders that 
should be included in advisory committees.
55. Research to determine at what level (national, 
state, local) should extension programming be 
carried out.











Research Item Mean9 Sfi Median
47. Research to determine the proper program length and 
time span between repeated programs. 4.462 1.570 4
Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
to
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There were 31 identified research items in the category 
of program development. The panel rated 2 items in the 
"Agree*1 range, 21 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 8 in the 
"Undecided" range. The mean ratings from Round 1 for the 
items in the category of program development ranged from
2.077 (Agree) to 4.462 (Undecided). The highest rated items 
in the category of program development were:
67. Research on ways to increase high school student's
interest in 4-H.
44. Research to determine the true impact that current 
extension programs are having.
The mean rating for these items were 2.077 (item 67) and 
2.231 (item 44), which placed them in the "Agree" range.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of program development were:
53. Research to identify the literacy level of 
clientele.
47. Research to determine the proper program length
and time span between repeated programs.
The mean rating for these items were 4.33 3 (item 53) and 
4.462 (item 47). Both of these mean ratings are in the 
"Undecided" range.
Table 8 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program implementation.
Table 8
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research itemB in the category of program implementation
Research Item Mean4 SD Median
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
78. Research to determine the most effective method of
training agents. 2.103 .821 2
75. Research to determine what types of extension
teaching are most effective and cost efficient. 2.462 1.189 2
91. Research to determine what methods to use to
maintain the interest of youth in 4-H throughout
high school. 2.462 1.636 2
90. Research to determine if the traditional program 
implementation methods are still effective for 
Louisiana, or does extension need new approaches for
today'b society. 2.667 1.402 2
94. Research to identify new training approaches that





79. Research to determine a better means of "in house" 
communication and implementation.
66. Research to determine what effect media advertising 
and publicity have on the public's perception and 
success of programs.
97. Research on whether the LCES needs to update its
material in relation to the '90’s lifestyles.
82. Research to determine if the use of innovative
audience techniques will enhance learning
experiences in program delivery.
77. Research to determine the effectiveness and current 
use of mass media teaching.
93. Research to determine if more out-of-Bchool programs 












83. Research on the cost effectiveness of current 
educational programs.
72. h study to determine the most effective methods and 
techniques of teaching cultural diverse audiences. 
81. Research to determine if extension is effectively 
reaching nontraditional audiences.
65. Research to determine how effective electronic 
delivery systems are in gaining adoption by 
clientele.
88. Research on when and how to use local leaders and
volunteers in program implementation.
92. Research on the "processes'* used in program














95. Research to determine the effectiveness of 4-H 
meeting demonstrations as a teaching method.
89. Research to determine the impact of visual aids, and 
the types of visual aids that are most effective.
74. Effectiveness of mass media to teach rather than 
create awareness.
80. Research as to the feasibility of developing a 
series of video tapes demonstrating the major 
aspects of production agriculture.
96. Research to determine the effectiveness of 4-H 
officer and leader training.
76. Research to determine whether the educational level 












Research Item Mean* SD Median
07. Research to determine if agents have a proper 
understanding between goals, objectives, and 
measurable outcomes. 3.795 1.641 3
84. Research to determine if the extension service 
should continue its current program implementation 
of working with people on a more direct basis or 
move toward more classroom-type educational efforts. 4.000 1.878 4
73. Utilization of paraprofessionals in disseminating 
Extension information. 4.051 1.905 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
00
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There were 26 identified research items in the category 
of program implementation. The panel rated 3 items in the 
"Agree" range, 18 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 5 in the 
"Undecided" range. The mean ratings from Round 1 for the 
items in the category of program implementation ranged from 
2.102 (Agree) to 4.051 (Undecided). The highest rated items 
in the category of program implementation were:
78. Research to determine the most effective method of 
training agents.
75. Research to determine what types of extension
teaching are most effective and cost efficient.
91. Research to determine what methods to use to
maintain the interest of youth in 4-H throughout 
high school.
The mean rating for these items ranged from 2.103 to 
2.4 62, which places them in the "Agree" range.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of program development were:
84. Research to determine if the extension service
should continue its current program implementation 
of working with people on a more direct basis or 
move toward more classroom-type educational 
efforts.
73. Utilization of paraprofessionals in disseminating 
Extension information.
The mean rating for these items were 4.000 (item 84) and 
4.051 (item 73). Both of these mean ratings fell in the 
"Undecided" range.
Table 9 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (Mean rating) in the category of 
program emphasis.
Table 9
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of program emphasis
Research Item Mean SD Median
PROGRAM EMPHASIS
108. Research to determine what programs currently in
place should be expanded or dropped. 2.154 1.182 2
104. Research to determine how to improve the image of
extension on a statewide level. 2.282 1.356 2
101. Research to determine the actual needs of 4-H youth. 2.462 1.466 2
100. Development of long term goalB that will guide the
structure and emphasiB of extension programs. 2.513 1.355 2
99. Methods to determine the true needs of clients other
than advisory groups (use of surveys, polls, etc.). 2.923 1.783 3
103. Research to determine if too much emphasis is being
placed on competition rather than on education in




102. Research to determine the most effective ways of 
identifying local needs and concerns.
109. Research to determine the needs of youth for
informal education programs at different age levels
112. Research to determine how LCES agents really
determine what programs to emphasize.
110. Research on program emphasis and result/impact on 
the target audience.
105. Research to determine if state specialists are 
placing adeguate emphasis on the 4-H program.
98. Research the retraining steps necessary for faculty
to conduct their educational programs in technical 












Research Item Kean* SD Median
111. Research to determine if extension's issues based 
programming is reaching the needs of our changing 
society. 3.256 1.929 3
107. Research to determine the economic impact of program 
areas in order to decide on program emphasis. 3.538 1.587 3
106. Research to determine if more state~wide programs 
are needed. 4.256 1.681 4
a Response scale ranged from “1 = Strongly fcgree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree-.
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There were 15 identified research items in the category 
of program emphasis. The panel rated 3 of the items in the 
"Agree" range, 10 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 2 in the 
"Undecided" range. The mean ratings from Round 1 for the 
items in the category of program emphasis ranged from 2.154 
(Agree) to 4.256 (Undecided). The highest rated items in 
the category of program emphasis were:
108. Research to determine what programs currently in 
place should be expanded or dropped.
104. Research to determine how to improve the image of 
extension on a statewide level.
The mean rating for these items were 2.154 (item 108) 
and 2.282 (item 104). Both of these mean ratings fell in 
the "Agree" range of the scale.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of program emphasis were:
107. Research to determine the economic impact of 
program areas in order to decide on program 
emphasis.
106. Research to determine if more state-wide programs 
are needed.
The mean rating for these items were 3.538 (item 107) 
and 4.256 (item 106), which places them in the "Undecided" 
range of the scale.
Table 10 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program evaluation.
Table 10
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of program evaluation
Research Item Mean8 SD Median
PROGRAM EVALUATION
117. Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument 
that will give a true picture of the kind of job
each individual agent is really doing. 2.077 1.546 1
118. Research to develop methods of evaluating 
educational programs based on resultB, and not on
numbers reached. 2.179 1.167 2
116. Research to determine the impact of the new 4-H
literature. 2.282 1.317 2
115. Research to determine why youth decide not to re­
enroll in the 4-H program. 2.590 1.585 2
133. Research to determine clientele and governing bodies




114. Research to determine the actual Buccess/failure of 
extension programs.
130. Research to identify a method of evaluating 
agricultural programs.
131. Research to determine if "key indicators" are
actually indicative of a programs Buccess.
129. Research on how to train agents to evaluate
programs, not activities.
132. Research to determine if there are key indicators 
that should be uBed in the evaluation process that 
are currently not UBed.
119. Research to determine if current evaluation methods 
are biased.













134. Research to identify clientele not directly related 
to extension and determine what information iB 
actually reaching our audiences.
125. Research to determine if a program has a self-esteem 
building effect on youth.
128. Research on the use of relevance, quality, and 
utility as criteria for excellence in program 
evaluation.
122. Research to determine how to link goals, objectives, 
and end results together in evaluating programs.
113. Study the evaluation procedures currently used to
measure behavioral changes in youth and family life 











Research Item Mean9 SD Median
123.
127.
Research to determine what and when to evaluate. 
Research to identify whether agents believe
3.538 1.917 3
126.
evaluation is a tool for program improvement. 




Research to determine if a program evaluator needs
3.590 1.728 3
124.
to be hired for the state.
Research on the possibility of "peer review" on a
4.051 2.038 4
regular basis. 4.077 1.855 4
8 Response scale ranged from "1 * Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
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There were 22 identified research items in the category 
of program evaluation. The panel rated 3 items in the 
"Agree" range, 14 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 5 in the 
"Undecided" range. The mean ratings from Round 1 for the 
items in the category of program evaluation ranged from
2.077 (Agree) to 4.077 (Undecided). The highest rated items 
in the category of program evaluation were:
117. Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument 
that will give a true picture of the kind of job 
each individual agent is really doing.
118. Research to develop methods of evaluating 
educational programs based on results, and not on 
numbers reached.
116. Research to determine the impact of the new 4-H
literature.
The mean rating for these items ranged from 2.077 to 
2.282. These mean ratings fall in the "Agree" range of the 
scale.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of program evaluation were:
121. Research to determine if a program evaluator needs
to be hired for the state.
124. Research on the possibility of "peer review" on a
regular basis.
The mean rating for these items were 4.051 (item 121) 
and 4.077 (item 124), which place them in the "Undecided" 
range.
Table 11 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
barriers to technological adoption.
Table 11
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of barriers to technological adoption
Research Item Mean* SD Median
BARRIERS TO TECHNOLOGICAL ADOPTION
142. Research to determine the best ways to market
extension's programs on a more professional basis
that will give credibility to the LCES. 2.256 1.208
147. Research on how to encourage innovation at the local
and state levels. 2.667 1.493
139. Research to reduce the time it takes for cutting 
edge technology to be cleared for extension
recommendation. 2.744 1.666
145. Research on what producers expect of extension in
the area of animal rights. 3.821 1.848
144. Research on what producers expect of extension on




146. Research on in-service training methods to upgrade
technological skills of personnel.
143. Research to determine how to broaden extension's
resource base and better work with other agencies.
141. Research to determine if field agents need more
detailed information on recommended practices.
138. Research to determine who producers go to most often
for information.
140. Research to develop better coordination and
articulation of educational programs and new 
technologies.
137. Research to study the coBt effectiveness of placing
a FAX machine in each parish office to eliminate the 










Research Item Mean* SD Median
135. Research to determine the most effective teaching 
techniques and methods for the barrier of a very 
culturally diverse clientele. 3.179 1.587 3
149. Research to identify innovative ways to teach 
clientele who have a low educational level. 3.256 1.817 3
136. Research to study the cost effectiveness of training 
all extension agents basic computer skills to 
eliminate the barrier of computer illiteracy. 3.436 2.010 3
150. Research to identify leadership needs on a 
parish/area level. 3.462 1.620 3
148. Research to determine if the lack of technological 
adoption by agents is due to their refusal to be 
open-minded about new ideas. 4.026 1.885 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = strongly Disagree".
1 1 2
There were 16 identified research items in the category 
of barriers to technological adoption. The panel rated l 
item in the "Agree” range, 14 in the "Slightly Agree” range 
and 1 in the "Undecided" range. The mean ratings from Round 
1 for the items in the category of barriers to technological 
adoption ranged from 2.256 (Agree) to 4.026 (Undecided).
The highest rated item in the category of barriers to 
technological adoption was:
142. Research to determine the best ways to market
extension's programs on a more professional basis
that will give credibility to the LCES.
The mean rating for this item was 2.256. This mean 
rating places it in the "Agree" range of the scale
The item receiving the lowest rating in the category of 
barriers to technological adoption was
148. Research to determine if the lack of technological
adoption by agents is due to their refusal to be
open-minded about new ideas.
The mean rating for this item is 4.026, which fell in 
the "Undecided" range of the scale.
Table 12 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
other research.
Table 12
Round 1 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of other research
Research Item Mean* SD Median
OTHER RESEARCH
152. Research as to the best delivery method of an 
educational program to educate the non-agricultural 
segment of the population about production
agriculture. 2.564 1.209 2
154. Research to identify factors that influence
personnel moral. 2.590 1.568 2
151. Research to determine the best way to develop an
educational program for the non-agricultural public
about production agriculture. 2.615 1.462 2
155. Research to determine what factors deter or
encourage personnel to take risks in programming. 2.718 1.569 2
153. Research to evaluate the effects/rewards of




158. Research on what is the true perception of extension 
by society.
156. Research on whether extension needs to expand or
decrease in terns of staff and program areas.
159. Research to determine if 4-H is perceived to be a 
viable youth education program by the public.
162. Research to develop a standardized evaluation
instrument for district agents to use in evaluating 
field staff.
165. Research to determine if time management training is 
needed by LCES agents.
160. Research to determine how to better integrate the 
various areas of expertise.
164. Research to determine the impact working for the











Research Item Mean* SD Median
157. Research on whether extension should remain strictly 
agricultural, or get into other types of educational 
programs. 3.333 1.951 3
161. Research to determine if extension should be more 
pro-active in the area of environmental education. 3.615 1.771 3
163. Research to determine if the "new" mission statement 
is well understood across the state. 3.974 1.630 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 * Strongly hgree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
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There were 15 identified research items in the category 
of other research. The panel rated 13 items in the 
"Slightly Agree" range and 2 items in the "Undecided" range. 
The mean ratings from Round 1 for the items in the category 
of other research ranged from 2.564 (Slightly Agree) to
3.974 (Undecided). The highest rated items in the category 
of other research were:
152. Research as to the best delivery method of an 
educational program to educate the non- 
agricultural segment of the population about 
production agriculture.
154. Research to identify factors that influence 
personnel moral.
The mean rating for these items were 2.564 (item 152) 
and 2.590 (item 154). The mean ratings for both of these 
items placed them in the "Slightly Agree" range of the 
scale.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of other research were:
161. Research to determine if extension should be more 
pro-active in the area of environmental education.
163. Research to determine if the "new" mission
statement is well understood across the state.
The mean rating for these items were 3.615 (item 161} 
and 3.974 (item 163), which placed them in the "Undecided" 
range of the scale.
There was space provided for the panel members to 
identify other research items not included in the Round l 
questionnaire. Each of these items were only mentioned
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once. Although these items were not rated in this study, 
they are reported in Table 13.
Table 13
Identified research items not included in round 1
1. Research to develop a standardized evaluation 
instrument for all personnel and/or research to 
determine if evaluation methods are reflected in 
staff merit pay raises.
2. Research to develop an evaluation instrument for 
administrators.
3. Research to determine if current reports being 
generated by the LCES are necessary.
4. Research to determine if current reports being 
generated by the LCES are accurate.
Round 2 Ratings
In Round 2, the panel members were asked to rate each 
item a second time using the same 7-point scale. However, 
in this round, the group rating (median) from Round 1 for 
each item was given. The panel members (N=*4 0) were asked to 
rate each of the items taking into consideration the group 
rating from the previous round and their perceived 
importance of the item. All forty panel members responded 
to the Round 2 questionnaire.
Each category will be presented separately for Round 2 
findings. Table 14 presents the research items in 
descending order of perceived importance (mean rating) in 
the category of staffing patterns.
Table 14
Round 2 mean perceived importance of research itema in the category of staffing patterns
Research Item Mean8 SD Median
STAFFING PATTERNS 
16. Research to determine if new agents need more
training in order to be more productive. 1.92S .917
2. Research to evaluate the increased utilization of 
volunteer leaders in 4-H to expand an agent's
effectiveness (enroll and teach more youth). 1.975 .660
4. Research to determine whether current staffing
patterns are effective in actually meeting the needs 
of extension clientele and whether or not they are
cost effective. 2.025 .832
3. Research to develop an organizational design to
emphasize career-oriented 4-H positions (youth work
throughout career). 2.050 1.037
40. Research whether assigning agents to both adult and





21. Research to determine the problems encountered by 
parish staffs, and the knowledge/training needed.
9. Research to determine the feasibility of matching 
agents having specific technical agriculture 
knowledge with parishes where this knowledge can 
best be used.
19. Research to determine what kind of extension service
and staffs the people of Louisiana want.
35. Research to determine if the extension service has
properly trained agents in all locations of the 
state.
38. Research on methods that could be used by the LCES 
in dealing with incompetent agents.
10. Research to determine if specialists are spending













1. Research to determine the effect of employing
education graduates to conduct our 4-H youth program 
versus agriculture or home economic graduates.
5. Research to determine the appropriate size of a
parish staff or state level division.
6. Research to determine if there are too many
specialists/administrators as compared to the number 
of agents in the field.
22. Research to evaluate "burn-out" and staffing
patterns (assignment changes) has on this problem.
16. Research to determine whether the extension service 
should continue to increase the specialist force or 












23. Research to develop flexible staffing at the field
and state office level to address changing needs and 
programs.
14. Research to determine if extension's present
staffing patterns are truly reflecting the direction
of extension’s program emphases.
34. Research to determine the balance between state, 
area, and local staffs as extension is down- 
staffing.
12. Research to determine the feasibility of agents
working across parish lines in specific fields.
7. Research to identify, long term projections for 












31. Research on whether field staff should specialize in 
a particular subject area and be assigned to multi* 
pariah responsibilities.
29. Research on the impact of leadership training on job 
satisfaction and program effectiveness.
37. Research on how to limit agent's responsibilities to 
fewer specific areas.
24. Research to determine police juries and school board 
reaction to: Multi-parish area agents, Hulti-parish
responsibilities of parish agents, Location of 
specialists at area extension centers.











17. Research to determine the feasibility of employing 
some editorial personnel at the field level to 
enhance local communications.
32. Research will be needed to clarify parish staff 
priorities in times of budgetary cuts.
25. Research to determine the political stability of 
parish extension offices with reduced staff.
28. Research examining the role of specialists -
Comparison of reactive and pro-active roles in terms 
of time and program impact.
8. Research to determine a uniform formula for staffing 
parish offices.
11. Research to determine the number of area agents 











36. Research on the impact a lack of professional
degrees in Home Economics Education and Vocational 
Agriculture Education has on professional 
effectiveness.
13. Research to develop a formula for staffing parish 4
H agents based on the number of 4-H club members.
39. Research on why there is a lack of women in middle
and upper management in the LCES.
33. Research to compare the success of various staffing 
patterns used by other states.
15. Research to determine the feasibility of placing a 
4-H coordinator in each area.
26. Research on parish staffing based on population.












Research Item Mean* S£ Median
30. Research on how to communicate more effectively 
between district agentB and specialists. 4.17S 1.446 4
* Response scale ranged from "1 * Strongly Agree" to "7 = strongly Disagree".
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The mean ratings from Round 2 for the forty items in the 
category of staffing patterns ranged from 1.92 5 (Agree) to
4.175 (Undecided). The panel rated 13 items in the "Agree"
range, 19 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 8 in the
"Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the category
of staffing patterns were:
18. Research to determine if new agents need more
training in order to be more productive.
2. Research to evaluate the increased utilization of
volunteer leaders in 4-H to expand an agent's
effectiveness (enroll and teach more youth).
The mean rating for these items were 1.925 (item 18) and
1.975 (item 2). The mean ratings for both of these items
placed them in the "Agree" range of the scale.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category
of staffing patterns were:
27. Research to determine if more area agents would 
enhance parish programs.
30. Research on how to communicate more effectively 
between district agents and specialists.
The mean rating for these items were 4.150 (item 27) and
4.175 (item 30), which placed them in the "Undecided" range 
of the scale.
Table 15 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program development.
Table 15
Round 2 mean perceived importance of research items in the cateaorv of program develotxnent
Research Item Mean* SD Median
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
44. Research to determine the true impact that current
extension programs are having. 1.900 .545 2
67. Research on ways to increase high school student's
interest in 4-H. 1.950 .876 2
45. Research to determine if extension is really making 
a difference with a significant part of the
population of Louisiana. 1.975 .620 2
64. Research on the training needs of parish agents in
regards to specific subject areas. 2.150 1.001 2
49. Research to determine if more emphasis needs to be 
placed on parish office input concerning the




65. Research on networking with other agencies and 
institutions so as not to duplicate efforts.
52. Research to determine what program training methods 
work best.
71. Research to determine why LCES state specialists are 
not creating more "hands on" and ready-to-use 
educational literature.
41. Compare success of national initiatives educational 
program versuB grass roots generated programs.
50. Research to determine if more educational programs 
for 4-H leaders are needed in order for them to 
effectively teach.
57. Research to determine if the current system of 











46. Development of programs that will have an impact on 
entire communities.
58. Research to determine what programs are most 
successful with youth at risk.
59. Research to determine the effect of 4-H 
participation on citizen involvement as adults.
43. Research as to the most effective method of needB 
assessment.
54. Research to determine if extension's current
practice of identifying program needs and priority 
setting are fully responsive to the current needs of 
the people.












56. Research to determine the in-service training needed
to train 4-H agents to do adult work in agriculture.
60. Research comparing the makeup of advisory committees
and the diversity of audiences reached.
66. Research to determine if more packaged (canned) 
programs would free agents for other duties.
42. Compare Advisory Committee priorities with agent's 
Program and Plan of Work to identify similar 
objectives.
63. Research to determine if "issues programming” is 
where LCES needs to focus its efforts.
62. Research to determine why some people accept











46. Research to determine how to make programs have
short range or immediate benefits to the clientele.
70. Research on how LCES agents are responding to
changes in programming.
61. Research to determine whether a "top down" or a
'bottom up" approach to program development works
best.
66. Research to identify the key community leaders that 
should be included in advisory committees.
69. Research on the impact a lack of LCES program
development specialists has upon LCES program
development.
55. Research to determine at what level (national,











Research Item Mean" SD Median
53. Research to identify the literacy level of 
clientele. 4.150 1.051 4
47. Research to determine the proper program length and 
time span between repeated programs. 4.175 .931 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
uw
1 3 3
The mean ratings from Round 2 for the 31 items in the 
category of program development ranged from 1.900 (Agree) to
4.175 (Undecided). The panel rated 8 items in the "Agree” 
range, 18 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 5 in the 
"Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the category 
of program development were:
44. Research to determine the true impact that current 
extension programs are having.
67. Research on ways to increase high school student's 
interest in 4-H.
45. Research to determine if extension is really
making a difference with a significant part of the
population of Louisiana.
The mean rating for these items ranged from 1.900 to
1.975. The mean ratings for these items placed them in the
"Agree" range of the scale.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category
of program development were:
53. Research to identify the literacy level of 
clientele.
47. Research to determine the proper program length
and time span between repeated programs.
The mean rating for these items were 4.150 (item 53) and
4.175 (item 47), which placed them in the "Undecided" range 
of the scale.
Table 16 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program implementation.
Table 16
Round 2 wean perceived importance of research items in the category of program implementation
Research Item Mean9 SD Median
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
91. Research to determine what methods to use to
maintain the interest of youth in 4-H throughout
high school. 1.975 .920 2
78. Research to determine the most effective method of
training agents. 2.075 .917 2
75. Research to determine what types of extension
teaching are most effective and cost efficient. 2.175 .874 2
90. Research to determine if the traditional program 
implementation methods are still effective for 
Louisiana, or does extension need new approaches {or
today's society. 2.250 .742 2
88. Research on when and how to uBe local leaders and




74. Effectiveness of mass media to teach rather than 
create awareness.
77. Research to determine the effectiveness and current 
use of mass media teaching.
94. Research to identify new training approaches that 
will be needed by both staff and clientele.
66. Research to determine what effect media advertising 
and publicity have on the public’s perception and 
success of programs.
93. Research to determine if more out-of-school programs
would further the 4-H program.
97. Research on whether the LCES needs to update its
material in relation to the '90's lifestyles.













81. Research to determine if extension is effectively 
reaching nontraditional audiences.
83. Research on the cost effectiveness of current 
educational programs.
87. Research to determine if agents have a proper 
understanding between goals, objectives, and 
measurable outcomes.
95. Research to determine the effectiveness of 4-H 
meeting demonstrations as a teaching method.
96. Research to determine the effectiveness of 4-H 
officer and leader training.
82. Research to determine if the use of innovative 
audience techniques will enhance learning 











89. Research to determine the impact of visual aids, and 
the types of visual aide that are most effective.
72. A study to determine the most effective methods and 
techniques of teaching cultural diverse audiences.
80. Research as to the feasibility of developing a 
series of video tapes demonstrating the major 
aspects of production agriculture.
85. Research to determine how effective electronic 
delivery systems are in gaining adoption by 
clientele.
76. Research to determine whether the educational level 











Research Item Mean3 SD Median
92. Research on the "processes" used in program
implementation or evaluation of networking and 
coalition building processes. 3. 550 1.239 4
73. Utilization of paraprofessionals in disseminating 
Extension information. 3.800 1.363 4
84. Research to determine if the extension service should 
continue its current program implementation of 
working with people on a more direct basis or move 
toward more classroom-type educational efforts. 3.850 1.272 4




The mean ratings from Round 2 for the 2 6 items in the 
category of program implementation ranged from 1.975 (Agree) 
to 3.850 (Undecided). The panel rated 4 items in the 
"Agree" range, 19 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 3 in the 
"Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the category 
of program implementation were:
91. Research to determine what methods to use to
maintain the interest of youth in 4-H throughout 
high school.
78. Research to determine the most effective method of 
training agents.
The mean rating for these items were 1.975 (item 91) and 
2.075 (item 78). The mean ratings for both of these items 
placed them in the "Agree" range of the scale.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of program implementation were:
73. Utilization of paraprofessionals in disseminating 
Extension information.
84. Research to determine if the extension service
should continue its current program implementation 
of working with people on a more direct basis or 
move toward more classroom-type educational 
efforts.
The mean rating for these items were 3.800 (item 73) and 
3.850 (item 84), which placed them in the "Undecided" range 
of the scale.
Table 17 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program emphasis.
Table 17
Round 2 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of program emphasis
Research Item Mean3 SD Median
PROGRAM EMPHASIS
101. Research to determine the actual needs of 4-H youth. 1.950 .783
106. Research to determine what programs currently in
place should be expanded or dropped. 2.100 .955
104. Research to determine how to improve the image of
extension on a statewide level. 2.125 1.090
100. Development of long term goalB that will guide the
structure and emphasis of extension programs. 2.150 .921
102. Research to determine the most effective ways of
identifying local needs and concerns. 2.325 .917
99. MethodB to determine the true needs of clients other
than advisory groups (use of surveys, polls, etc.}. 2.650 1.027
105. Research to determine if state specialists are




103. Research to determine if too much emphasis is being
placed on competition rather than on education in
the 4-H program.
109. Research to determine the needs of youth for
informal education programs at different age levels
110. Research on program emphasis and result/impact on
the target audience.
112. Research to determine how LCES agents really
determine what programs to emphasize.
111. Research to determine if extension's issues based










Research Item Mean* SD Median
98. Research the retraining steps necessary for faculty 
to conduct their educational programs in technical 
areas Dreviouslv not covered bv faculty (technical 
and psychological). 3.250 1.104 3
107. Research to determine the economic impact of program 
areas in order to decide on program emphasis. 3.400 1.105 3
106. Research to determine if more state-wide programs 
are needed. 4.090 1.280 4
Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
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The mean ratings from Round 2 for the 15 items in the 
category of program emphasis ranged from 1.950 (Agree) to
4.050 (Undecided). The panel rated 5 items in the "Agree" 
range, 9 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 1 in the 
"Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the category 
of program emphasis were:
101. Research to determine the actual needs of 4-H 
youth.
108. Research to determine what programs currently in 
place should be expanded or dropped.
104. Research to determine how to improve the image of
extension on a statewide level.
100. Development of long term goals that will guide the
structure and emphasis of extension programs.
The mean rating for these items ranged from 1.950 to 
2.150. The mean ratings for these items placed them in the 
"Agree" range of the scale.
The item receiving the lowest rating in the category of 
program emphasis was:
106. Research to determine if more state-wide programs
are needed.
The mean rating for this item was 4.050, which placed it 
in the "Undecided" range of the scale.
Table 18 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
program evaluation.
Table IS
Round 2 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of program evaluation
Research Item Mean SD Median
PROGRAM EVALUATION
117. Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument 
that will give a true picture of the kind of job
each individual agent iB really doing. 1.350 .662
118. ReBearch to develop methods of evaluating 
educational programs based on results, and not on
numbers reached. 1.750 .543
133. Research to determine clientele and governing bodies
satisfaction with extension programs. 2.000 .784
116. Research to determine the impact of the new 4-H
literature. 2.025 .620
132. Research to determine if there are key indicators 
that should be used in the evaluation process that




131. Research to determine if "key indicators" are
actually indicative of a programs success.
129. Research on how to train agents to evaluate
programs, not activities.
115. Research to determine why youth decide not to re­
enroll in the 4-H program.
130- Research to identify a method of evaluating 
agricultural programs.
119. Research to determine if current evaluation methods 
are biased.
122. Research to determine how to link goals, objectives











125. Research to determine if a program has a self-esteem 
building effect on youth.
128. Research on the use of relevance, quality, and 
utility aB criteria for excellence in program 
evaluation.
134. Research to identify clientele not directly related 
to extension and determine what information is 
actually reaching our audiences.
113. Study the evaluation procedures currently used to 
measure behavioral changes in youth and family life 
situations (attitudes, being career oriented, 
cultural values, etc.).
114. Research to determine the actual success/failure of 
extension programs.











Research Item Mean3 SD Median
126. Research to develop a self-esteem assessment 
instrument. 2.950 .932 3
120. Research to develop various evaluation methods for 
different audiences. 3.100 1.033 3
127. Research to identify whether agents believe 
evaluation is a tool for program improvement. 3.175 1.059 3
124. Research on the possibility of "peer review" on a 
regular basis. 3.975 1.121 4
121. Research to determine if a program evaluator needs 
to be hired for the state. 4.175 1.583 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly Disagree".
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The mean ratings from Round 2 for the 22 items in the 
category of program evaluation ranged from 1.350 (Strongly 
Agree) to 4.175 (Undecided). The panel rated 1 item in the 
"Strongly Agree" range, 8 items in the "Agree" range, 11 
items in the "Slightly Agree" range and 2 items in the 
"Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the category 
of program evaluation were:
117. Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument 
that will give a true picture of the kind of job 
each individual agent is really doing.
118. Research to develop methods of evaluating 
educational programs based on results, and not on 
numbers reached.
The mean rating for these items were 1.350 (item 117) 
and 1.750 (item 118). The mean ratings for these items 
placed item 117 in the "Strongly Agree" range and item 118 
in the "Agree" range of the scale.
Item 117, which focuses on agent evaluation, is the only 
item in Round 2 that was rated in the "Strongly Agree" range 
by the panel.
The items receiving the lowest ratings in the category 
of program evaluation were:
124. Research on the possibility of "peer review" on a 
regular basis.
121. Research to determine if a program evaluator needs 
to be hired for the state.
The mean rating for these items were 3.975 (item 124) 
and 4.175 (item 121), which placed them in the "Undecided" 
range of the scale.
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Table 19 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
barriers to technological adoption.
Table 19
Round 2 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of barriers to technological adoption
Research Item Mean SD Median
BARRIERS TO TECHNOLOGICAL ADOPTION
142. Research to determine the best ways to market
extension's programs on a more professional basis
that will give credibility to the LCES. 1.875 .563 2
144. Research on what producers expect of extension on
the issue of environmental quality- 2.125 .607 2
139. Research to reduce the time it takes for cutting
edge technology to be cleared for extension
recommendation. 2.250 .840 2
138. Research to determine who producers go to moBt often
for information. 2.325 .888 2
143. Research to determine how to broaden extension's




146. Research on in-service training methods to upgrade 
technological skills of personnel.
140. Research to develop better coordination and 
articulation of educational programs and new 
technologies.
141. Research to determine if field agents need more 
detailed information on recommended practices.
147. Research on how to encourage innovation at the local 
and state levels.
136. Research to study the coBt effectiveness of training 
all extension agents basic computer skills to 
eliminate the barrier of computer illiteracy.











Research Item Mean9 SD Median
149. Research to identify innovative ways to teach 
clientele who have a low educational level. 2.950 1.131 3
135. Research to determine the most effective teaching 
techniques and methods for the barrier of a very 
culturally diverse clientele. 3.075 .917 3
137. Research to study the coBt effectiveness of placing 
a FAX machine in each parish office to eliminate the 
barrier of slow communication. 3.075 1.309 3
145. Research on what producers expect of extension in 
the area of animal rightB. 3.100 1.008 3
148. Research to determine if the lack of technological 
adoption by agentB is due to their refusal to be 
open-minded about new ideas. 3.975 1.441 4
a Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = strongly Disagree".
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The mean ratings from Round 2 for the 16 items in the 
category of barriers to technological adoption ranged from 
1.875 (Agree) to 3.975 (Undecided). The panel rated 4 items 
in the "Agree*' range, 11 in the "Slightly Agree" range and l 
in the "Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the 
category of barriers to technological adoption were:
142. Research to determine the best ways to market
extension's programs on a more professional basis
that will give credibility to the LCES.
144. Research on what producers expect of extension on 
the issue of environmental quality.
The mean rating for these items were 1.875 (item 142) 
and 2.125 (item 144). The mean ratings for these items 
placed them in the "Agree" range of the scale.
The item receiving the lowest rating in the category of 
barriers to technological adoption was:
148. Research to determine if the lack of technological
adoption by agents is due to their refusal to be
open-minded about new ideas.
The mean rating for this item was 3.975, which placed it 
in the "Undecided" range of the scale.
Table 20 presents the research items in descending order 
of perceived importance (mean rating) in the category of 
other research.
Table 20
Round 2 mean perceived importance of research items in the category of other research
Research Item Mean* SD Median
OTHER RESEARCH
154. Research to identify factors that influence
personnel moral. 1.925 .944 2
153. Research to evaluate the effects/rewards of
personnel evaluations on raises, promotion, etc. 2-050 .959 2
152. Research as to the best delivery method of an
educational program to educate the non-agricultural 
segment of the population about production
agriculture. 2.150 .770 2
151. Research to determine the best way to develop an
educational program for the non-agricultural public
about production agriculture. 2.200 .791 2
155. Research to determine what factors deter or




159. Research to determine if 4-H is perceived to be a 
viable youth education program by the public.
164. Research to determine the impact working for the
LCES has on the professionals home life.
158. Research on what iB the true perception of extension 
by society.
162. Research to develop a standardized evaluation
instrument for district agents to use in evaluating 
field Btaff.
160. Research to determine how to better integrate the 
various areas of expertise.
161. Research to determine if extension should be more 
pro-active in the area of environmental education.
156. Research on whether extension needB to expand or











Research Item Mean3 SD Median
157. Research on whether extension should remain strictly 
agricultural, or get into other types of educational 
programs. 3.150 1.388 3
165. Research to determine if time management training is 
needed by LCES agents. 3.200 1.344 3
163. Research to determine if the "new" mission statement 
is well understood across the state. 4.150 .921 4
3 Response scale ranged from "1 = Strongly Agree" to "7 = strongly Disagree".
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The mean ratings from Round 2 for the 15 items in the 
category of other research ranged from 1.925 (Agree) to 
4.150 (Undecided). The panel rated 5 items in the "Agree" 
range, 9 in the "Slightly Agree" range and 1 in the 
"Undecided" range. The highest rated items in the category 
of other research were:
154. Research to identify factors that influence 
personnel morale.
153. Research to evaluate the effects/rewards of
personnel evaluations on raises, promotion, etc.
The mean rating for these items were 1.925 (item 154) 
and 2.050 (item 153). The mean ratings for these items 
placed them in the "Agree" range of the scale.
The item receiving the lowest rating in the category of 
other research was:
163. Research to determine if the "new" mission
statement is well understood across the state.
The mean rating for this item was 4.150, which placed it 
in the "Undecided" range of the scale.
As in the Round 1 questionnaire, there was space 
provided for the panel members to identify other research 
items not included in the Round 2 questionnaire. Six items 
were identified, and each item was mentioned only once. 
Although these items were not rated in this study, they are 
reported in Table 21.
Table 21
Identified research items not included in round 2
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1. Research to determine if hiring young agents to do 
agricultural work will result in getting better 
qualified agricultural agents.
2. Include Specialists in item number 117, "Research to 
develop an agent evaluation instrument that will 
give a true picture of the kind of job each 
individual agent is really doing".
3. We need to research ways of interviewing agents to 
determine their career plans and job preferences 
within Extension.
4. We need to develop a system that rewards agents for 
hard work but at the same time penalizes those that 
do a poor job.
5. Research on ways to better coordinate the 
educational efforts undertaken by all
Areas/Divisions within Extension - network and avoid 
duplication of effort.
6 . Research on ways to increase middle school students 
interest in 4-H.
Consensus for this study was considered reached if 60% 
of the panel members fell within one rating above or below 
the median for that research item. According to this 
criterion, only three items did not meet the criterion for 
consensus in this study. The percent consensus for these 
items were: 43% (item 15), 58% (item 30) and 58% (item 39).
All three of these items had mean ratings in the "Undecided" 
range. These items were:
15. Research to determine the feasibility of placing a 
4-H coordinator in each area.
1 5 9
30. Research on how to communicate more effectively 
between district agents and specialists.
39. Research on why there is a lack of women in middle 
and upper management in the LCES.
One of the most critical aspects of a Delphi study is 
the determination as to whether consensus has been attained. 
One means of determining if consensus has indeed been 
reached is a decrease in the average Standard Deviation 
between rounds. The average Standard Deviation for round 1 
was 1.657 while the average Standard Deviation for Round 2 
was 1.076. This reduction (.571) in Standard Deviation 
between rounds one and two seemed to indicate to this 
researcher that consensus had been attained.
Another point that leads this researcher to conclude 
that consensus was reached is the high number of items from 
Round 2 meeting the criterion for consensus. One hundred 
sixty-two items out of 165 met the criterion for consensus 
in this study. Not only did a high number of items meet the 
criterion for consensus, but the percentage of responses 
within one rating above and below the median was very high. 
Eighty percent of the panel fell within the consensus range 
on 66 items. Ninety percent of the panel fell within the 
consensus range on 64 items. On two items, 100% of the 
panel fell within the consensus range.
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Final Rating and Rank
Following Hound 2, the research items were ranked 
according to their mean rating. This final ranking does not 
separate the items by category but ranks them in overall 
order of perceived importance.
The following interpretive scale was established to 
facilitate reporting of these findings. "Strongly Agree" - 
a mean rating of less than or equal to 1.5, "Agree" - a mean 
rating of 1.51 to 2.5, "Slightly Agree" - a mean rating of
2.51 to 3.5, "Undecided" - a mean rating of 3.51 to 4.49, 
"Slightly Disagree" - a mean rating of 4.50 to 5.49, 
"Disagree" - a mean rating of 5.50 to 6.49, and "Strongly 
Disagree" - a mean rating of greater than or equal to 6.5.
No item received a mean rating on the disagree side of the 
scale. The final rating and rank of identified research 
items are shown in Table 22.
Table 22
Final rating and rank of identified reaearch itemg
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Rank" Research Item Mean SD
STRONGLY AGREE 
Research to develop an agent evaluation 
instrument that will give a true picture 
of the kind of job each individual agent
is really doing. 1.350 .662
AGREE
Research to develop methods of evaluating 
educational programs based on results, and
not on numbers reached. 1.750 .543
Research to determine the best ways to 
market extension's programs on a more 
professional basis that will give
credibility to the LCES. 1-875 .563
Research to determine the true impact that
current extension programs are having. 1.900 .545
Research to determine if new agents need 
more training in order to be more
productive. 1-925 .917
Research to identify factors that
influence personnel moral. 1.925 .944
Research on ways to increase high school
student's interest in 4-H. 1.950 .876
Research to determine the actual needs of




Rank8 Research Item Mean*3 SD
7 Reaearch to evaluate the increased
utilization of volunteer leaders in 4-H to 
expand an agent’s effectiveness (enroll
and teach more youth). 1.97 5 .660
7 Research to determine if extension is 
really making a difference with a 
significant part of the population of
Louisiana. 1.975 .620
7 Research to determine what methods to use 
to maintain the interest of youth in 4-H
throughout high school. 1.975 .920
6 Research to determine clientele and 
governing bodies satisfaction with
extension programs. 2.000 .784
9 Research to determine whether current 
staffing patterns are effective in 
actually meeting the needs of extension 
clientele and whether or not they are coat
effective. 2.025 .832
9 Research to determine the impact of the
new 4-H literature. 2.025 .620
10 Research to develop an organizational
design to emphasize career-oriented 4-H




Rank1 Research Item Meanb SD
10 Research to evaluate the effects/rewards 
of personnel evaluations on raises,
promotion, etc. 2.050 .959
11 Research to determine the most effective
method of training agents. 2.075 .917
12 Research whether assigning agents to both 
adult and youth work is hurting both
programs. 2.100 .982
12 Research to determine what programs
currently in place should be expanded or
dropped. 2.100 .956
12 Research to determine if there are key 
indicators that should be used in the 
evaluation process that are currently not
used. 2.100 .671
13 Research to determine how to improve the
image of extension on a statewide level. 2.125 1.090
13 Research on what producers expect of 
extension on the issue of environmental
quality. 2.125 .607
14 Research on the training needs of parish 
agentB in regards to specific subject
areas. 2.150 1.001
14 Development of long term goals that will 
guide the structure and emphasis of




Rank* Research Item Mean6 SD
14 Research to determine if "key indicators”
are actually indicative of a programs
success. 2.ISO .770
14 Research as to the best delivery method of
an educational program to educate the non- 
agricultural segment of the population
about production agriculture. 2.150 .770
15 Research to determine the problems
encountered by parish staffs, and the
knowledge/training needed. 2.175 .844
15 Research to determine what types of
extension teaching are most effective and
cost efficient. 2.175 .874
15 Research on how to train agents to
evaluate programs, not activities. 2.175 .747
16 Research to determine the feasibility of
matching agentB having specific technical 
agriculture knowledge with parishes where
this knowledge can beat be used. 2.200 1.159
16 Research to determine if more emphasis
needs to be placed on pariBh office input
concerning the direction of extension
programs. 2.200 .72 3
16 Research to determine why youth decide not




Rank0 Research Item Mean" SD
16 Research to determine the best way to
develop an educational program for the 
non-agricultural public about production
agriculture. 2.200 .791
17 Research to determine what kind of 
exteneion service and staffs the people of
Louisiana want. 2.250 1.104
17 Research to determine if the extension
service has properly trained agents in all
locations of the state. 2.250 1.080
17 Research to determine if the traditional 
program implementation methods are still 
effective for Louisiana, or does extension
need new approaches for today ' b  society. 2.250 .742
17 Research to reduce the time it takes for 
cutting edge technology to be cleared for
extension recommendation. 2.250 .840
18 Research to identify a method of
evaluating agricultural programs. 2.275 .751
19 Research to determine what factors deter 
or encourage personnel to take riBks in
programming. 2.300 .966
20 Research to determine the most effective 





Bank* Research Item Mean0 SD
20 Research to determine who producers go to
most often for information. 2.325 .866
21 Research on methods that could be used by 
the LCES in dealing with incompetent
agents. 2.350 1.312
21 Research on networking with other agencies 
and institutions so as not to duplicate
efforts. 2.350 1.099
22 Research to determine if specialists are 
spending adequate time with agents in the
field. 2.425 1.338
22 Research to determine what program
training methodB work best. 2.425 .984
23 Research to determine the effect of 
employing education graduates to conduct 
our 4-H youth program versus agriculture
or home economic graduates. 2.500 1.450
23 Research to determine the appropriate size
of a parish staff or state level division. 2.500 1.036
23 Research to determine why LCES state
specialists are not creating more "hands 





Rank0 Research Item Mean6 SD
SLIGHTLY AGREE
24 Compare auccesa of national initiatives 
educational program versus grass roots
generated programs. 2.5 50 1.2 60
25 Research to determine how to broaden 
extension'a resource base and better work
with other agencies. 2.575 .813
26 Methods to determine the true needs of 
clients other than advisory groups (use of
surveys, polls, etc.). 2.650 1.027
26 Research on in-service training methods to
upgrade technological skills of personnel. 2.6SO .949
26 Research to determine if 4-H 1b perceived 
to be a viable youth education program by
the public. 2.650 1.122
27 Research to determine if more educational 
programs for 4-H leaders are needed in
order for them to effectively teach. 2.675 1.118
27 Research to determine if the current
system of program development is
effective. 2.675 .917
27 Research to determine the impact working





Rank" Research Item Meanb 5D
28 Research to determine if there are too 
many specialists/administrators as 
compared to the number of agents in the
field. 2.700 1.539
28 Development of programs that will have an
impact on entire communities. 2.700 .966
28 Research to determine if state specialists 
are placing adequate emphasis on the 4-H
program. 2.700 1.324
29 Research to evaluate "burn-out" and 
staffing patterns (assignment changes) has
on this problem. 2.725 .960
30 Research on when and how to use local 
leaders and volunteers in program
implementation. 2.750 1.193
30 Research to determine if too much emphasis 
is being placed on competition rather than
on education in the 4-H program. 2.750 1.335
30 Research on what is the true perception of
extension by society. 2.750 1.080
31 Effectiveness of mass media to teach
rather than create awareness. 2.775 1.074
31 Research to determine the effectiveness
and current use of mass media teaching. 2.775 .800
31 Research to determine if current




Rank* Research Item Meanb SD
31 Research to develop better coordination 
and articulation of educational programs
and new technologies. 2.775 .632
31 Research to determine if field agents need 
more detailed information on recommended
practices. 2.775 .768
32 Research on how to encourage innovation at
the local and state levels. 2.800 1.091
33 Research to determine what programs are
most Bucceeeful with youth at risk. 2.825 1.083
33 Research to study the cost effectiveness 
of training all extension agents basic 
computer skills to eliminate the barrier
of computer illiteracy. 2.825 1.196
33 Research to develop a standardized 
evaluation instrument for district agents
to uBe in evaluating field staff. 2.825 1.279
34 Research to determine whether the 
extension service should continue to 
increase the specialist force or place an 
increased number of personnel at the field
level. 2.850 1.528
35 Research to develop flexible staffing at 
the field and state office level to




Rank* Research Item Meanb SD
3S Research to determine the effect of 4-H 
participation on citizen involvement as
adults. 2.850 1.051
35 Research to identify new training 
approaches that will be needed by both
staff and clientele. 2.850 .921
36 Research to determine if extension's 
present staffing patterns are truly 
reflecting the direction of extension's
program emphases. 2.87 5 1.202
36 Research to determine the balance between 
state, area, and local staffs as extension
is down-staffing. 2.875 .853
36 Research as to the most effective method
of needs assessment. 2.875 .992
36 Research to determine what effect media 
advertising and publicity have on the 
public's perception and success of
programs. 2.875 1.067
36 Research to determine if more out-of­
school programs would further the 4-H
program. 2.875 1.042
36 Research to determine how to link goals, 
objectives, and end results together in




Rank8 Research Item Meanc SD
36 Research to determine if a program has a
self-esteem building effect on youth. 2.875 1.090
36 Research on the use of relevance, quality, 
and utility as criteria for excellence in
program evaluation. 2.875 .822
36 Research to identify clientele not 
directly related to extension and 
determine what information is actually
reaching our audiences. 2.875 .791
37 Research to determine if extension's 
current practice of identifying program 
needs and priority setting are fully 
responsive to the current needs of the
people. 2.900 .841
37 Research on whether the LCES needs to 
update its material in relation to the
‘9 0 ’s lifestyles. 2.900 1.172
37 Study the evaluation procedures currently 
used to measure behavioral changes in 
youth and family life situations 
(attitudes, being career oriented,
cultural values, etc.). 2.900 .709
37 Research to determine the actual
success/failure of extension programs. 2.900 1.081
37 Research to determine how to better




Rank9 Research Item Mean0 SD
38 Research to determine the feasibility of 
agents working across parish lines in
specific fields. 2.925 1.700
38 Research to determine a better means of 
"in house" communication and
implementation. 2.92 5 1.141
38 Research to determine if extension is 
effectively reaching nontraditional
audiences. 2.925 1.118
38 Research on the cost effectiveness of
current educational programs. 2.925 .659
38 Research to determine what and when to
evaluate. 2.925 .859
38 Research to identify leadership needs on a
parish/area level. 2.925 .944
39 Research to identify long term projections 
for staffing that would fit the expected
long term funding. 2.950 1.011
39 Research to determine the areas that
reguire more of the agents time. 2.950 1.037
39 Research to determine the in-service
training needed to train 4-H agents to do
adult work in agriculture. 2.950 1.300
39 Research comparing the makeup of advisory 




Table 2 2 (continued)
Rank8 Research Item Mean' SD
39 Research to determine the needs of youth 
for informal education programs at
different age levels. 2.950 .876
39 Research to develop a self-esteem
assessment instrument. 2.950 .932
39 Research to identify innovative ways to 
teach clientele who have a low educational
level. 2.950 1.131
40 Research on whether field staff should 
specialize in a particular subject area 
and be assigned to multi-parish
responsibilities. 2.975 1.165
40 Compare Advisory Committee priorities with 
agent'e Program and Plan of Work to
identify similar objectives. 2.975 .891
40 Research to determine if more packaged 
(canned) programs would free agents for
other duties. 2.975 1.209
40 Research to determine if agents have a 
proper understanding between goals,
objectives, and measurable outcomes. 2.975 1.074
40 Research to determine the effectiveness of 
4-H meeting demonstrations as a teaching
method. 2.975 1.025
40 Research on program emphasis and




Rank" Research Item Mean11 SD
40 Research to determine how LCES agents
really determine what programs to
emphasize. 2.975 1.167
41 Research on the impact of leadership 
training on job satisfaction and program
effectiveness. 3.000 1.177
41 Research to determine if "issues
programming" 1b where LCES needs to focus
its efforts. 3.000 1.664
42 Research to determine if extension should 
be more pro-active in the area of
environmental education. 3.026 1.097
43 Research on how to limit agent's
responsibilities to fewer specific areas. 3.050 1.108
43 Research to determine the effectiveness of
4-H officer and leader training. 3.050 1.176
44 Research to determine why some people 
accept extension programs and others do
not. 3.075 1.163
44 Research to determine if the use of 
innovative audience techniques will 
enhance learning experiences in program
delivery. 3.075 .997
44 Research to determine the impact of visual 
aids, and the types of visual aids that




Rank* Research Item Meanb ££
44 Research to determine the most effective 
teaching techniques and methodB for the 
barrier of a very culturally diverse
clientele. 3.075 .917
44 Research to study the cost effectiveness 
of placing a FAX machine in each pariBh 
office to eliminate the barrier of slow
communication. 3.075 1.309
45 A study to determine the most effective 
methods and techniques of teaching
cultural diverse audiences. 3.100 1.215
45 Research to determine if extension’s
issues based programming is reaching the
needs of our changing society. 3.100 1.411
45 Research to develop various evaluation
methods for different audiences. 3.100 1.033
45 Research on what producers expect of
extension in the area of animal rights. 3.100 1.008
46 Research to determine police juries and 
school board reaction to: Multi-parish 
area agents, Multi-parish responsibilities 
of parish agents, Location of specialists
at area extension centers. 3.125 1.324
46 Research on whether extension needs to
expand or decrease in terms of staff and




Rank" Research Item Meanc SD
47 Research to determine the effectiveness of
parish versus area staffing. 3.150 1.511
47 Research as to the feasibility of 
developing a series of video tapes 
demonstrating the major aspects of
production agriculture. 3.150 1.099
47 Research on whether extension should 
remain strictly agricultural, or get into
other types of educational programs. 3.150 1.366
48 Research to identify whether agents 
believe evaluation is a tool for program
improvement. 3.175 1.0 59
49 Research to determine the feasibility of 
employing some editorial personnel at the 
field level to enhance local
communications. 3.200 1.652
49 Research to determine how effective
electronic delivery systems are in gaining
adoption by clientele. 3.200 1.114
49 Research to determine if time management
training is needed by LCES agents. 3.200 1.344
50 Research the retraining steps necessary 
for faculty to conduct their educational 
programs in technical areas previously not 





Rank Research Item Mean SD
51 Research will be needed to clarify parish 
staff priorities in times of budgetary
cuts. 3.275 1.132
51 Research to determine whether the 
educational level of extension clientele 
effects their adoption of extension
recommendations. 3.275 1.086
52 Research to determine the political 
stability of parish extension offices with
reduced Btaff. 3.300 1.018
53 Research examining the role of specialists 
- Comparison of reactive and pro-active
roleB in terms of time and program impact. 3,325 1,207
54 Research to determine how to make programs 
have short range or immediate benefits to
the clientele. 3.350 1.075
55 Research to determine the economic impact 
of program areas in order to decide on
program emphasis. 3.400 1.105
56 Research to determine a uniform formula
for staffing parish offices. 3.425 1.647
56 Research on how LCES agents are responding
to changes in programming. 3.425 1.107
57 Research to determine the number of area




Bank* Research Item Mean6 SD
57 Research to determine whether a "top down" 
or a "bottom up" approach to program
development works best. 3.500 1.198
UNDECIDED
58 Research on the "processes” used in 
program implementation or evaluation of 
networking and coalition building
processes. 3.550 1.239
59 Research on the impact a lack of 
professional degrees in Home Economics 
Education and Vocational Agriculture 
Education has on professional
effectiveness. 3.775 1.493
60 Utilization of paraprofessionals in
disseminating Extension information. 3.800 1.363
61 Research to develop a formula for staffing 
parish 4-H agents based on the number of
4-H club members. 3.825 1.583
62 Research to identify the key community 
leaders that should be included in




Rank8 Research Item Mean*1 SD
62 Research to determine if the extension 
service should continue its current 
program implementation of working with 
people on a more direct basis or move 
toward more clasBroom-type educational
efforts. 3.850 1.272
63f Research on why there is a lack of women 
in middle and upper management in the
L CES. 3.900 1.692
64 Research to compare the success of various
staffing patterns used by other states. 3.925 1.347
65 Research to determine at what level 
(national, state, local) should extension
programming be carried out. 3.950 1.037
65 Research on the impact a lack of LCES 
program development specialists has upon
LCES program development. 3.950 1.176
66 Research on the possibility of "peer
review" on a regular basis. 3.975 1.121
66 Research to determine if the lack of 
technological adoption by agents is due to 
their refusal to be open-minded about new
ideas. 3.975 1.441
67 Research to determine if more state-wide




Rank8 Research Item SC
68f Research to determine the feasibility of 
placing a 4-H coordinator in each area. 4. 075 1 .774
69 Research on parish staffing based on 
population. 4. 100 1.464
70 Research to determine if more area agents 
would enhance parish programs. 4.150 1.312
70 Research to identify the literacy level of 
clientele. 4. 150 1.051
70 Research to determine if the "new" mission 
statement is well understood acroBB the 
state. 4 . 150 .921
7 1 Research on how to communicate more 
effectively between district agents and 
specialists. 4. 175 1.448
71 Research to determine the proper program 
length and time span between repeated 
programs. 4.175 .931
71 Research to determine if a program 
evaluator needs to be hired for the state. 4. 175 1 . 583
* The rank is the relative position of the item based on mean ratings.
D Response scale ranged from "1 « Strongly Agree" to "7 = Strongly 
Disagree”.
Items not meeting the criteria for concensus.
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One hundred sixty-five research items were identified by
the panel in Round 0 and included in the Round l and Round 2
questionnaires. In the final ranking, there was one item
rated in the "Strongly Agree" range. That item was:
Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument that 
will give a true picture of the kind of job each 
individual agent is really doing.
Forty-seven items were rated in the "Agree" range, 
ninety-six items rated in the "Slightly Agree" range, and 
twenty-one items rated in the "Undecided" range. None of 
the identified research items were rated on the "Disagree" 
side of the scale by the panel.
Numerous ties exist in the final ranking. No attempt 
was made by the researcher to delineate between tied items. 
If two or more items had the same mean rating, they are 
reported as having the same rank.
Other top rated items in descending order as perceived 
by the panel involved in this study were:
Research to develop methods of evaluating educational 
programs based on results, and not on numbers reached.
Research to determine the best ways to market 
extension's programs on a more professional basis that 
will give credibility to the LCES.
Research to determine the true impact that current 
extension programs are having.
Research to determine if new agents need more training 
in order to be more productive.
Research to identify factors that influence personnel 
morale.
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Two items were tied as receiving the lowest rating as 
perceived by the panel involved in this study. They were:
Research to determine the proper program length and 
time span between repeated programs.
Research to determine if a program evaluator needs to 
be hired for the state.
The highest and the second highest rated items were in 
the category of program evaluation. The highest rated item, 
"Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument that 
will give a true picture of the kind of job each individual 
agent is really doing," was rated the highest in both Round 
1 and Round 2. This is the only item rated in the "Strongly 
Agree" range by the panel with a mean rating of 1.350. The 
second highest rated item, "Research to develop methods of 
evaluating educational programs based on results, and not on 
numbers reached," was in the "Agree" range with a mean 
rating of 1.750.
The following items that were rated highest were in the 
"Agree" range. The third highest rated item, "Research to 
determine the best ways to market extension's programs on a 
more professional basis that will give credibility to the 
LCES," was in the category of barriers to technological 
adoption with a mean rating of 1.875. The fourth highest 
rated item, "Research to determine the true impact that 
current extension programs are having," was in the category 
of program development with a mean rating of 1.900. There 
was a tie for the fifth highest rated item. "Research to
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determine if new agents need more training in order to be 
more productive," was in the category of staffing patterns, 
and "Research to identify factors that influence personnel 
morale," was in the category of other research. Both of 
these items had a mean rating of 1.925.
Objective 3
Comparison of Group Ratings
The third objective of this study was to determine if a 
difference exists between state level personnel (n=22) and 
field staff (n=18) in their rating of the research items.
To determine this, a mean rating for each category was 
calculated as well as an overall mean for each group. A t- 
test was used to test the mean responses of the two groups 
in Round 2. To determine significance, the alpha level was 
set at .05. The two groups were compared overall and by 
category. The results are shown in Table 23.
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Table 23
Comparison of item ratings bv state level personnel and
Category t-value* df“ 2-tail 
Prob.*
Staffing Patterns 1.84 38 . 073
Program Development 1 . 35 38 . 186
Program Implementation . 85 38 .401
Program Emphasis 1 .22 38 . 228
Program Evaluation . 04 38 .969
Barriers To Technological
Adoption - .24 38 .813
Other Research . B6 38 . 394
Overall 1 . 18 38 .245
* Pooled variance estimate
The results of the t-tests indicated that there was no 
significant difference in the responses of state level 
personnel and field staff either in their overall ratings or 
their ratings by category in Round 2. In the category of 
"Staffing Patterns," the two-tail probability was .073. 
Although not significant, this category is where the two 
groups came the closest to being significantly different in 
their ratings.
CHAPTER V
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Summary 
Background
From the enactment of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914, the 
Extension Service has provided informal educational programs 
to the agricultural community. It serves as a link between 
the Agricultural Experiment Station and the agricultural 
producer. As new agricultural technologies become 
available, the Extension Service promotes their adoption by 
production agriculture.
In 1988, the Cooperative Extension System adopted the 
following mission statement:
The Cooperative Extension System helps people 
improve their lives through an educational process 
which uses scientific knowledge focused on issues 
and needs.
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is the 
educational arm of the LSU Agricultural Center and, as such, 
has as its mission the goal of helping people improve their 
lives through informal teaching. The mission of the LCES, 
as stated in the May, 1991, Programming Handbook is to help 
people of Louisiana improve their lives through an 
educational process which uses research-based knowledge 
focused on issues and needs.
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This study was concerned with identifying the research 
priorities of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
that will allow them to remain a major institution 
responding to Louisiana's agricultural needs in the future. 
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service lacks a 
prioritized list of research needs. It was the intent of 
this study to develop such a list that can be used to direct 
research performed by the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service to address the areas of most concern. It was not 
the intent of this study to provide solutions to anticipated 
future problems but rather to identify research priorities 
that will need to be placed on policy-making agendas dealing 
with the future of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service.
The LCES could derive several benefits from having a 
research agenda. Research efforts would be organized in a 
more efficient manner, thereby using available resources and 
personnel in the most effective manner. With increasing 
emphasis on competitive grants as a funding source for 
agricultural research, a prioritized research agenda would 




The primary purpose of this study was to determine 
future research priorities for the LCES. The objectives of 
the study were to:
1. Identify specific problems most in need of research 
solutions for the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service as perceived by Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service field staff and state office 
personnel knowledgeable in the needs of their 
constituents and Louisiana agriculture.
2* Rank the identified research items based on the 
panel's perceived importance.
3. Determine if a difference existed between state
level personnel and field staff in their rating of 
the research items.
Procedure
Having knowledge of, and a current relationship with, 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service were the initial 
criteria for selecting panelists for this study. The panel 
for this study was comprised of Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel who are either project 
leaders/specialists, district agents, or county/parish 
agents deemed by their respective district agents as 
knowledgeable of Extension and the LCES system, progressive
IBB
in their thinking, and effective in carrying out the 
responsibilities of their position.
The initial panel was comprised of forty-eight (N=48) 
LCES personnel. By responding to the Round 0 questionnaire 
the initial panel members agreed to participate in the 
study. Eight members of the initial panel (5 state level 
personnel and 3 field staff) declined to participate. The 
final panel was comprised of forty (N=40) LCES personnel.
The basic Delphi, consisting of an opened-ended question 
asking what research will be needed in Extension's 
educational program, was used in the initial round to 
generate a list of research priorities deemed important for 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
To assist the panel members in identifying specific 
items, seven general categories were modified from a study 
conducted by Burcalow (1985). The seven categories related 
to staffing patterns, program development, program 
implementation, program emphasis, program evaluation, 
barriers to technological adoption, and other research that 
will be needed by the LCES. The Round 0 questionnaire 
generated 165 items.
A compiled list of all the research priorities obtained 
from Round 0 was included in the Round 1 instrument. The 
Round 1 questionnaire asked the panel members to rate each 
of the research items on a 7-point Likert-type scale as to
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their perceived importance. The scale ranged from "1 = 
Strongly Agree" to "7 = strongly Disagree".
The Round 2 questionnaire again consisted of the 
research priorities identified by the Round 0 questionnaire. 
The Round 2 questionnaire requested the participants to 
again rate each identified item on the same 7-point Likert- 
type scale. The overall group rating (median) from Round 1 
was given for each item. Each participant had the 
opportunity to agree with the group rating or to rate the 
research item as they perceived it to be of importance to 
the LCES.
Data Analysis
Consensus was considered on an item if sixty percent of 
the respondents fell within one rating above or below the 
median for that item.
Following Round 2, the items were ranked by their mean 
rating. A test of significance was used to determine if a 
difference existed in the ratings of state level personnel 
and field staff.
Limitations
The following limitations of the study are acknowledged 
by the researcher and should be considered in interpreting 
the results of this study.
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1) The panel members were all employees of the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service. Because of this fact, 
the findings are limited to the state of Louisiana and 
the LCES.
2) With any Delphi study, the accuracy of the results are 
limited to the qualifications of the Delphi panel. The 
qualifications of the Delphi panel are directly 
dependent on the panel selection process. While a 
carefully designed process was used to select the Delphi 
panel for this study, the possibility does exist that 
some less qualified panel members were included in the 
study.
3) Another potential limitation of the study is with the 
response scale used. The Likert-type measurement scale 
has traditionally been used when gathering responses in 
the Delphi technique. The intrinsic defects of rating 
scales are their proneness to a constant or biased 
error. Constant rating errors take several forms which 
are extremely difficult to avoid. The halo effect is a 
tendency to rate items in a constant direction of the 
general impression a respondee has of all of the items. 
According to Kerlinger (1965), there are two important 
sources of constant error. The first is the error of 
severity, a tendency to rate all items low. This 
tendency is evident when a respondee rates with an 
apparent feeling that nothing is important enough to get
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a top rating. The other source is the error of 
leniency, the tendency to rate too high. This tendency 
is evident when a respondee rates with an apparent 
feeling that everything is of importance. In addition 
to these two sources of error, there is the tendency to 
avoid all of these extreme judgments and to rate right- 
down-the-middle of a rating scale. The error here could 
be classified as an error of central tendency.
4) The Round 0 questionnaire was divided into seven 
categories. The panel members identified research items 
in each of these categories. The results are limited to 
the panel's understanding of these categories of 
response.
5) The results of this study are also limited in accuracy 
to the extent that panel members felt comfortable 
responding openly and honestly. This could relate to 
the confidence that panel members had that their 
responses would be maintained in complete anonymity.
Findings
Demographic description of the panel:
Although not a specific objective, a demographic 
description of the panel is presented to enhance the readers 
understanding of the results of this study.
1) Only one panel member was in the age range of 20 to 30, 
and only three panel members were over sixty years of
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age. Sixty percent (n=24) of the panel members were 
between 41 and 60 years of age, and 38% (n=l5) were 51 
to 60 years of age.
2) Fifty-five percent (n=22) of the panel members were 
classified for the purpose of this study as state level 
personnel. This group consisted of fifteen 
specialists/project leaders and seven district agents. 
Forty-five percent (n=18) were field staff (parish 
agents).
3) Twenty-six (65%) of the panel members were male and 
fourteen (35%) were female.
4) Ninety-three percent (n=37) of the panel members had 
either a MS or a PhD degree as their highest education 
level. Two panel members responded they had EdD 
degrees as their highest education level.
5) Forty-two percent of the panel members have been 
employed by the LCES over 2 0 years.
Identified Research Priorities
6) One hundred sixty-five research items were identified 
by the panel in Round 0.
7) One hundred sixty-two items met the criteria for 
consensus following Round 2.
8) In the final ranking only one item was rated by the 
panel in the "Strongly Agree" range, forty-seven items 
were rated in the "Agree" range, ninety-six items were
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rated in the “Slightly Agree" range, and twenty items 
were rated in the "Undecided" range.
9) The research item having the highest final rating in
the category of Staffing Patterns was: "Research to
determine if new agents need more training in order to 
be more productive."
10) The research item having the highest final rating in 
the category of Program Development was: "Research to
determine the true impact that current extension 
programs are having."
11) The research item having the highest final rating in 
the category of Program implementation was: "Research
to determine what methods to use to maintain the 
interest of youth in 4-H throughout high school."
12) The research item having the highest final rating in
the category of Program Emphasis was: "Research to
determine the actual needs of 4-H youth,"
13) The research item having the highest final rating in 
the category of Program Evaluation was: "Research to
develop an agent evaluation instrument that will give a 
true picture of the kind of job each individual agent 
is really doing."
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14) The research item having the highest final rating in
the category of Barriers To Technological Adoption was:
"Research to determine the best ways to market
extension's programs on a more professional basis that 
will give credibility to the LCES."
15) The research item having the highest final rating in
the category of Other Research was: "Research to
identify factors that influence personnel morale."
16) In the final overall ranking, the item rated the 
highest, and the only item rated in the "Strongly 
Agree" range, was:
"Research to develop an agent evaluation instrument 
that will give a true picture of the kind of job each 
individual agent is really doing."
17) The other items ranked in the top six overall included:
2) "Research to develop methods of evaluating
educational programs based on results, and not on 
numbers reached."
3) "Research to determine the best ways to market
extension's programs on a more professional basis 
that will give credibility to the LCES."
4) "Research to determine the true impact that
current extension programs are having."
5) "Research to determine if new agents need more
training in order to be more productive."
195
5) "Research to identify factors that influence
personnel morale."
18) Two items were tied with the lowest final ratings.
These items were:
1) "Research to determine the proper program length
and time span between repeated programs."
2) "Research to determine if a program evaluator
needs to be hired for the state."
19) The three items not meeting the criteria for consensus
were rated in the "Undecided" range. These items were:
1) "Research on why there is a lack of women in
middle and upper management in the LCES."
2) "Research to determine the feasibility of placing
a 4-H coordinator in each area."
3) "Research on how to communicate more effectively
between district agents and specialists."
20) No significant differences existed in category ratings
between state level personnel and field staff.
Conclusions and Recommendations
The following conclusions were derived and
recommendations formed based on the findings of this study.
l) The Delphi technique can be used to reach consensus 
among a panel of experts.
One of the most critical aspects of a Delphi study is
the determination as to whether consensus has been attained.
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One means of determining if consensus has indeed been 
reached is a decrease in the average standard deviation 
between rounds. The average standard deviation for round 1 
was 1.657 while the average standard deviation for Round 2 
was 1.076. This reduction (.571) in standard deviation 
between rounds one and two indicates that consensus had been 
attained.
Another point that leads this researcher to conclude 
that consensus was reached is the high number of items from 
Round 2 meeting the criteria for consensus. One-hundred 
sixty-two items out of 165 met the criteria for consensus in 
this study. Not only did a high number of items meet the 
criteria for consensus, but the percentage of responses 
within one rating above and below the median was very high. 
Eighty percent of the panel fell within the consensus range 
on 66 items. Ninety percent of the panel fell within the 
consensus range on 64 items. On two items, 100% of the 
panel fell within the consensus range. Due to the fact that 
the standard deviation decreased substantially between 
rounds one and two and the high percentage of panel members 
falling within the consensus range, it is concluded that 
consensus was reached on 162 of the 165 items.
Based on the findings of this study, the researcher 
recommends that the Delphi technique be used by the LCES in 
future research when a consensus of opinion is the desired 
outcome.
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2) The item of greatest concern to the panel members was in 
regard to needed research in the area of personnel 
evaluation.
This conclusion is based on the findings that the number 
one rated item in Round 1, Round 2, and overall, was that 
research be conducted to develop an agent evaluation 
instrument that will give a true picture of the kind of job 
each individual agent is really doing.
Based on these findings, it appears that the evaluation 
procedures currently used to evaluate agents are not 
perceived as adequately measuring the individual agent's job 
performance. Determining whether the current evaluation 
procedures are recognizing the better agents for their 
outstanding efforts or overlooking the agents who are not 
performing their jobs as they should is beyond the scope and 
intention of this research. However, based on the findings 
of this study, it can be concluded that there is concern 
among LCES personnel that the current evaluation procedures 
are not adequately measuring individual job performance.
Davis (1991) conducted a study on performance appraisal 
of Cooperative Extension Service agents in selected southern 
states. He found that the current performance appraisal 
process for county agents in the participating states is 
perceived to have several deficiencies or limitations. The 
results of the study conducted by Davis (1991) corroborate 
the findings of this study in that there is concern among 
Extension staff in the area of personnel evaluation.
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Further research is recommended into the possible 
reasons for this concern. A task force should be appointed 
by the administration of the LCES to determine the cause of 
these concerns. If these concerns are proven to be valid, 
it is recommended that a personnel evaluation committee be 
established to develop appropriate methods for measuring job 
performance of LCES personnel.
The researcher also recommends that after an appropriate 
method for personnel evaluation is developed, the personnel 
evaluation committee meet periodically to assess the 
evaluation process and make changes as they are needed.
3) The second greatest concern of panel members was in 
regard to needed research in the area of educational 
program evaluation.
This conclusion is based on the findings that the number 
two rated item overall was that research be conducted to 
develop methods of evaluating educational programs based on 
results, and not on numbers reached.
Program evaluation is of great concern in any 
educational organization. Results of educational programs 
are difficult to measure. Actual results of educational 
programs may not be visible until years after the program is 
presented. It appears that LCES personnel are concerned 
that "numbers reached" is not an adequate measure of program 
success.
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In order for an educational program to be successful, 
first order outcomes (numbers reached) must be evaluated. 
However, second order outcomes (application of knowledge) 
must also be evaluated. It appears that the panel in this 
study is concerned that current program evaluation 
procedures only measure first order outcomes. The 
measurement of second order outcomes is a very difficult and 
time consuming process. However, if an accurate evaluation 
of Extension's educational programs is to be attained, 
second order outcomes must also be measured.
The researcher would recommend further research into 
alternative methods of program evaluation. He recommends 
that a task force be appointed by the administration of the 
LCES to identify possible alternative methods of program 
evaluation. When these alternative methods of program 
evaluation are identified, a committee should be established 
to determine the most appropriate method of program 
evaluation for the LCES. When this method is identified, 
this committee would adapt and implement this procedure for 
use by the LCES.
It is also recommended that after an appropriate method 
of program evaluation is developed, the program evaluation 
committee meet periodically to assess the evaluation process 
and make changes as they are needed.
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4) The concerns expressed by the panel in this study appear 
to span the entire LCES system and are not specific to 
either state office personnel or field staff.
This conclusion is based on the results of t-tests
comparing the ratings of state office personnel and field
staff. Results indicate that there is no difference in the
item ratings of state level personnel and field staff either
in their overall ratings or their ratings by category in
Round 2. It should be noted that in the category of
"Staffing Patterns" the two-tail probability was .073.
Although not statistically significant at the .05 level,
this category is where the two groups came the closest to
being significantly different in their ratings.
Because no difference exists between the item ratings of
these two groups, it is concluded that the problems/concerns
identified in this study are not specific to either state
office situations or field staff situations. The items
meeting consensus are perceived as problems/concerns by the
entire LCES system.
5) Many problems and/or concerns in need of research 
solutions exist within the educational program of the 
LCES.
This conclusion is based on the number of research items 
identified in the Round 0 questionnaire. One hundred sixty- 
five items were identified by the panel in Round 0. The 
largest number of items identified (40) was in the category 
of Staffing Patterns. The other categories and items
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identified were: Program Development (31), Program
Implementation (26), Program Emphasis (15), Program 
Evaluation (22), Barriers To Technological Adoption (16), 
and Other Research (15).
The researcher recommends that a position be established 
by the LCES, at least part-time, to address the 
problems/concerns expressed by the panel in this study.
This individual would direct the work of the committees 
suggested earlier in addressing concerns about personnel and 
program evaluation as well as other items perceived by the 
panel as being of importance to the LCES.
According to the report on "Agricultural Research and 
Technology Transfer Policies for the 1990s" (1990), if 
Extension is to escape the "all things to all people" label 
it will need to develop a mission statement and criteria 
that will limit its programs to definable priorities and 
goals. Research is currently a controversial topic in 
Extension. It is seen as part of Extension's function by 
some, while others disagree. Should Extension agents engage 
in research projects? Should researchers be instructed to 
include agents when research is undertaken? Is involvement 
in research one of Extension's functions? Certainly, this 
function is not only crucial but supports those involved in 
the dissemination of information, knowledge, and problem­
solving .
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H. Rouse Caffey, Chancellor of the LSU Agricultural
Center, recognized the need for more research/extension
cooperation when he stated:
No one says that a researcher and/or teacher cannot 
perforin certain Extension educational functions. No 
one says an Extension educator cannot be a part of a 
research team or doing some classroom teaching. A 
joint appointment is not necessary. Cooperation can 
be attained where professionals want to work 
together fOn Line. July 1991, p. 2).
The LCES needs to be aware that problems/concerns do 
exist within the organization and that these cannot be 
solved or corrected unless they have been identified. It is 
recommended that the newly developed position be responsible 
for conducting studies of this type at regular intervals to 
identify and solve ever changing problems/concerns within 
the organization.
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service personnel are 
encouraged to pursue advanced degrees as part of their 
employment. This would be an excellent opportunity for 
research into the concerns identified by this study.
Graduate students should be encouraged to select a 
thesis/dissertation topic that is of concern to the LCES.
If the graduate student chooses an area of research that is 
of concern to the LCES, then the LCES might provide 
assistance in conducting the study. This assistance could 
be in the form of monetary support or in the form of 
supplies and/or use of equipment or time allocations.
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A list of research topics that address identified 
concerns of the LCES that are in need of research solutions 
should be developed from this study. When a graduate 
student selects one of these topics, the LCES could strongly 
endorse the research and provide any and all assistance that 
is needed to successfully complete the study.
It is further recommended that the results of this study
be reviewed by the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
and the recommendations of the researcher be implemented to 
address the problems/concerns expressed by the panel in this 
study.
Summary of Study Implications
The findings of this study indicate that there are many
perceived problems/concerns within the LCES. The item of
most concern to the panel members involved in this study is 
in the area of personnel evaluation. Davis (1991) conducted 
a study on performance appraisal of Cooperative Extension 
Service agents in selected southern states. He found that 
the current performance appraisal process for county agents 
in the participating states is perceived to have several 
deficiencies or limitations. The results of the study 
conducted by Davis (1991) corroborate the findings of this 
study in that there is concern among Extension staff in the 
area of personnel evaluation.
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To address the concerns expressed by the panel in this
study, a research agenda needs to be developed based on
these findings. The need for a prioritized research agenda
is expressed by the report on Agricultural Research and
Technology Transfer Policies for the 1990s. This report
addressed the need for priority setting by stating:
There is little specificity and clarity in stating 
priorities for the AR&E system. Within USDA, no set 
Science and Education priorities exist, (p. 2)
An item of great concern to this researcher is whether
developing priorities from a "top-down*' approach is the most
appropriate method. The most appropriate course of action,
in this researcher's opinion, would entail synthesizing the
various state research priorities into a national research
agenda. This could be accomplished by other states
replicating this study, identifying the research priorities
of concern in their state, and communicating these state
priorities to the national Extension organization. However,
for the Extension Service to develop national priorities
derived from the various state priorities would require that
each state have a prioritized research agenda. The
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) should take
the lead in the development of research priorities, which
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I am currently conducting a study entitled "Developing a 
Research Agenda for the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service". The primary purpose of this study is to identify 
specific problems most in need of research solutions for the 
LCES. In order for this study to be successful, I need your 
assistance.
The panel for this study will be comprised of 48 LCES 
personnel distributed as follows: District Agents - 7,
Specialists/Project Leaders - 20, and Field Staff - 21.
I need your assistance in the identification of field staff 
from your area who you feel would provide the best input for 
this study. In making your decision, please select agents you 
feel are: Knowledgeable of Extension and the LCES system,
progressive in their thinking, and effective in carrying out 
the responsibilities of their position.
On the enclosed form, please identify three agents in 
agriculture, three agents from home economics, and three 4-H 
agents from your area to be included in this study.
This research is supported by the Director of the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service. Your cooperation in conducting 
this very worthwhile study will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,




In the spaces provided below, please nominate three agents from 
your district in each of the three areas. Please provide name, 
address, and telephone number of each nominee.
Agriculture Home Economics 4-H
2 2 0
Dear Panel Member,
I am currently conducting a study entitled "Developing a 
Research Agenda for the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service". The primary purpose of this study is to identify 
specific problems most in need of research solutions for the 
LCES. In order for this study to be successful, I need your 
assistance.
You are being asked to participate as a member of a small 
panel to identify the future research needs of the LCES. You 
have been selected for participation in this study because you 
are considered: Knowledgeable of Extension and the LCES
system, progressive in your thinking, and effective in 
carrying out the responsibilities of your position.
The enclosed questionnaire lists several broad areas of 
Extension's programming. Under each of these areas please 
list all the research needs that vou feel need to be 
addressed. Once these needs have been identified, I will mail 
you a list of the identified items and ask you to rate them in 
order of importance. I wish to assure you that your responses 
will be added to the other participants' responses and that in 
no wav will your name be associated with your response. 
Therefore, please return the enclosed questionnaire by October 
2 0.
This research is approved and supported by the Director of the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. Your cooperation in 
conducting this very worthwhile study will be greatly 
appreciated. If you have any questions please call me at 
(504)388-3104.
Sincerely,





On October 17 I mailed you an open-ended questionnaire 
concerning a study I am conducting entitled "Developing a 
Research Agenda for the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service”. As of today I have not received your response. 
There could be several reasons for this: perhaps you never
received it, you may have been too busy to respond, or, your 
desk may look like mine and you have misplaced it. The 
primary purpose of this study is to identify specific problems 
most in need of research solutions for the LCES. In order for 
this study to be successful, I need your assistance. This is 
your opportunity to voice your concerns and ideas regarding 
the future directions that the LCES should take.
You are being asked to participate as a member of a small 
panel to identify the future research needs of the LCES. You 
have been selected for participation in this study because you 
are considered by your peers as: Knowledgeable of Extension
and the LCES system, progressive in your thinking, and 
effective in carrying out the responsibilities of your 
position. I would like to stress that this questionnaire was 
not sent out at random to LCES personnel; you were 
specifically selected for inclusion in this study based on the 
above criteria.
I wish to assure you again that your responses will be added 
to the other participants* responses and that in no wav will 
your name be associated with your response. Therefore, please 
return the enclosed questionnaire by November 15.
This research is approved and supported by the Director of the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. Your cooperation in 
conducting this very worthwhile study will be greatly 
appreciated. If you have any questions please call me at 
(504)388-6526.
Sincerely,
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A.  S l a l T i n ”  p a t t e r n s  ( c o u n t y  a g e n t s ,  a r e a  o p c n t s ,  s l a t e  s p e c i a l i s t s ,  e t c . )
I t  f ’ r u " i  a  i n  i l l  '  c l o p i n e n t
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Delphi It m h n iI II (Jin sl hiimi.iHi, ( imt.
( ’. P i n ^ i u m  1111 p k i n i  n I :i I Mill
I).  P i  i i^r ,i in i  mi |>li j  m s
lh‘l|ilii KouihI II ( Jiiisliommirc, (’(ml.
W l i n i  i r s e . n  c li » i l l  I n  m e d c d  u i i l t i t i  I l ie l A l e m m i i  S e t  v i ce  i n  l e d u v e  n r  
c l m i i n n l c  l i :n i i c r s  l o  t i ' c l m n t n p c i i l  : ' , ? I M c n e c  s p e c i f y  t h e  l i n e r i c r  m i d
I l i e  i t  s e n  n l i  n e e d e d  l o  i c d u e e  o r  c l i m i n n l e  ( l i e  l i . t t i i c r .
H n r r i e r U cs c n r ch  ncci led
A t e  y n n  ; i « . i r e  oT : i m  n i l n- i  r e s e a r c h  l l i . l t  « i l t  lie n e e d e d  w i t h i n  t h e  I C l ' S  I li.it 
! i : i \ e  un i  l i een n i e n l  i n i u d l  If so,  p l e a s e  M a l e  i h c  r e s e a r c h  t h a t  wi l l  lie n e e d e d .
0534
Appendix C




In the Fall of 1991 you were asked to participate as a member 
of a small panel to identify the research needs of the LCES. 
We would like to thank you for agreeing to participate in this 
very worthwhile study. The time and effort you took in 
filling out the first questionnaire is evident in the quality 
of your responses. This second questionnaire is a compiled 
list of the items submitted by you and the other members of 
the panel.
The enclosed questionnaire lists several broad areas of 
Extension's programming. Under each of these areas is listed 
the research items that you felt are needed. For this round 
of the study, please indicate your perception regarding 
whether or not each of the items should be a research priority 
of the LCES. I wish to assure you that your responses will be 
added to the other participants’ responses and that in no way 
will your name be associated with your response. Therefore, 
please return the enclosed questionnaire by January 17.
In compiling the responses from the panel, we tried to 
eliminate duplication of items. In doing so, we may have 
inadvertently left out an item that you feel is very 
important. If you feel that an important item was not 
included in this questionnaire, please identify it in the 
space provided at the end of the questionnaire.
This research is approved and supported by the Director of the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. Your cooperation in 
conducting this very worthwhile study will be greatly 
appreciated. If you have any questions please call me at 
(504)308-6526.
Sincerely,
Fred S. Sanders, Jr. 
Extension Associate 
Environmental Science
2 2  8
Dear Panel Member,
On January 13 you should have received the second round 
questionnaire of a study to identify the research needs of the 
LCES. As of today I have not received your response. There 
could be several reasons for this: perhaps you never received
it, you may have been too busy to respond, or, your desk may 
look like mine and you have misplaced it. In order for this 
study to be successful, I need your continued assistance. 
This is vour opportunity to voice your concerns and ideas 
regarding the future directions that the LCES should take.
I wish to assure you again that your responses will be added 
to the other participants' responses and that in no wav will 
your name be associated with your response. Therefore, please 
return the enclosed questionnaire by February l.
This research is approved and supported by the Director of the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, your cooperation in 
conducting this very worthwhile study will be greatly 
appreciated. If you have any questions please cal 1 me at 
(504)388-6737.
Sincerely,




i > i ; v i x o i ' i ! N ' < ;  a  i t i -LSKAi tc i i  a g e n d a  
r o i i  T H i ;  L O U I S I A N A  C O O P E R A T I V E  E X T E N S I O N  S E R V I C E
'De lphi  Round 1 Quest ionnaire*
Directions: P lease  ind ica te  your  percep t ion  regarding w hether  o r  n o t  ea ch  o f  the  items listed  b e lo w
sh ou ld  b e  a  research priority o f  the L C E S . L o r  e x a m p le : I f  you  f c “! 1 ;w  Srronyh in,:: j r  
i tem  sh o u ld  he a research priority, ind ica te  by circling /  (Strongly  A gree) i f  you  D.iD-'-o 
D isagree tha t ano th er  item  shou ld  he a research pnority, in d ica te  by circling '  (Shyht!,  
Disagree/, etc
P lease r e s p o n d  using th e  fo l low ing  scale:
— -- — --------- -■     1 = Strongly Agree ]
—  -     2 = Agree ,
r— — —  3 = slightly Agree
r —---------  — - — — --------  4  =  Undecided i
— — —  --- —  S = Slightly Disagree j
.— — ------6 = Disagree !
j  7 = Strongly Disagree J
t
s t a f f i n g  p a t t e r n s
1 ,
1
■s 7 4 6 7 I R e s e a r c h  i o  d v t e f m m e  1 h e  e f f o r t  o f  e m p l o y i n g ,  c J u u i t u m  g r . v l i .  j .   ̂ o  
c o n d u c t  o u t  4 H  y o u t h  p r o g r a m  v e r s u s  a g n c u l l u r c  o r  h o m e  i f o r - . . " t-.i, 




2 7 4 (, 1 ; f \ c s e a r c h  i n  c v j Iu j Ic t h e  m e t e r e d  t i t j l i u t t o n  o f  v o l u n i c r r  1 . i d .  r- m 4 M t - ■ • 
e x p a n d  a n  a g e n t ' s  e f f e c t  i v e n c M .  ( e n r o l )  a n d  t e a c h  m o n  v o t u M  i
I 1 T 1 4 t fi 1 J i t A L j r c h  m  i f ^ i  l n p  «in o r g  i m / * i n u n a l  d e s i g n  i o  * c  i i » i ,  i i 
J I f  j n ' i i t m n s  ( i o u  h w o r k  t h r o u g h o u t  C a r e e r )  1
1
1 7 3 4 5, i, 1 1 4 R i s t e n c h  l o  d c i c r n i j n c  h e  I h e r  c u r r e n t  s t a f f i n g  p u i r c r n s  a n  c f h  11 n k I-1 
a i t u a l t y  m e e t i n g  i h c  n c c d i  o f  e x t e n s i o n  c l i e n t e l e  a n J  t t h c i h i  t or  m , ; i h  i 
a r t  c o m  e f f e c t i v e  [
1 2 3 4 5 <i 7 5 R e s e a r c h  to d e t e r m i n e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  i i ^ e  o f  a p a r i s h  i i a f f  o« m j ' v  1> si 1 
d o  i Mo n
] 2 3 4 U 7 fj R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  if ( h e r e  v e  t o o  m a n y  s p t C i a f i M s / a J m t n i s i f a l o r s  j s  
c o m p a r e d  t n  t h e  n u n i k r  o f  a g c n i s  m  t h e  f i e l d  I
1 n 3 4 s <> 1 7
i
k t U M f c h  l o  i J c n h f y  l o n g  i c r m  p r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  M . i f f m g  i t u «  <*>mM hi  11 
e f c p c c u d  l o n g  t e r m  f u n d i n g  |
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I ' l ciKO r e s p o n d  i i s i n ^  I In'  f n l U m i n n  se .de :
1 - 6 trongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 — S 1 ightly Agree
4 = Undec ided
S - slightly Disagree
6 = Disagree
7 = strongly Disagree
S T A I T I N G  I ’ A T l ' G H N S  ( C O N  I )
l 7 4 7 K R e s e a r c h  l o  J l  1 c i n u n c  a  u n i f o r m  f o r m u l a  f or  s t . i f f j r v  [ \ O i s h  <'f f i c l ’ n
i •■s 3 4 3 7 9 R e s e a r c h  i n  d e l c r m i n c  t h e  f i  j v i t n l i i y  o f  m a i c h m p  . v r n i s  k i v m i -  ‘ f'-’u l i :  
t e c h n i c a l  a g r i c u l t u r e  k n o w l e d g e  w i t h  p a r i s h e s  w h e r e  i l n s  V r m w l i  dp-'  r - n  K  si 
h e  u s e d
: l -> 3 4 S T 111 R e s e a r c h  o> ( U c i m m i  if s p c c u l i s l s  a r c  s p e n d i n g  . c i c q t M O  t m u  ,i, •. n, r  
in ( h r  h e l d
! 1 -t 4 s t - 11 R e s e a r c h  l o  d r i e r  m i n e  t h e  n u m f K f  o f  a r e a  a p r n o .  nt  t o l r d  Lw e a . h  .»
l a \ 4 s fj 7 i : R c s c j u  h In d e l c r m i n e  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  a p e n i s  w n i L i n ^ ,  . u r . ' 1 s [ n , n j. , - 
in s p e c i H c  f i e l d s
1 : 3 4 <1 n R e s c  a r c h  t o  d e v e l o p  A f o r m u l a  f o r  st a f f i n g  p a r i s h  4-  H  a g e  n I s 1 o  r -.1 o n  t h 
n u m b e r  o f  4 M c l u b  m e m b e r s
i j 2 3 4 * 7 14 R e s c a r c h  l o  d e l  c r n u n c  i f  c v i e n s  i o n ' s  p r c s c  nt  si a f h n p ,  p. i i  i r r n s  i n  i r . .!,
il fl i  li inf.  ( l i e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  c o e n s i o n ' s  p r o g r a m  c m ; d i  r  i s
1 3 4 fi h
I
R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  I h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  p h i u  n g  a 4  If c 'r A \ n . i •- - . ». , 
u r e a
] \ 4 < 7 R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  ( h e  c s i c r c s i o n  s c r v i t c  s l i .  u . . i t ^ i  . ;.. .  t > 
m e t e  .i s c  I h e  s p e c i a l i s t  f o r c e  Of p l a c e  a n  i n c  r c a s e d  n i m i  K  r ■ d p r ' . «  -i; ,r 
t h e  h o l d  l e v e l
1 -l 3 A 5 7 17 R e s e a r c h  i n  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  fc j s i b i l u y  o f  c m p l u s  m g  s n m . i d : ■. n i J [ r >i ",  1 
al  1 l i e  h e l d  l e v e l  l o  e n h a n c e  t o c . i l  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s
1 3 4 5 u 7 1M R c  s e a t  e h  t o  d e l  cr m i n e  if n e w  a p c n l  S r e e d  m o r e  I r a ....... g  m  n n l ,  r 1 ■> 1
m o r e  p r o d u c t  me
] -» 1 4 5 1* 7 19. R e s e a r c h  In d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  k i n d  o f  c H e n s i o n  s e r v i c e  a n d  s u l l s  i h .  p:  " p 1 
o f  L o u i s i a n a  w a n l
l 2 3 4 _% b 7 2D R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e f f e c l t v c n C W  o f  p a r i s h  v e r s u s  a ' i a  s i a f h n k T
1 2 3 4 3 u 7 21 R e s e a r c h  I n  d e t e r m i n e  1 h e  p r o b l e m s  e n c o u n i e r c d  b y  p a f t s l i  s o . f f v  j r v !  t h e  
k n t m I l i I | » l ‘fita m m p ,  n e e d e d
I 2 3 4 5 22 R e s e a r c h  l o  t  v j l u . i t t  *t>urn o u i ‘ a n d  s i a f f m p .  p . i i i c r n s  { j w i p r i r i K  rii i r i n ,  
h. i s  o n  t h i s  f »r o M e m
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( ’l e a s e  r e s p o n d  u s i n j ;  I l ie  s c a l e :
1 - Strongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 - Slightly Agree
4 = undecided
5 = Slightly Disagree
6 = Disagree
7 - strongly Disagree
S T  A I - T I N G  I ’ A ' I T ^ U N S  ( C O N T . )
! 1 ; 3 >1 fl 7 Rt . sC j r c K  I n  d e v e l o p  f l c u h l c  S l a f f m g  41 i h c  fit, 1 iJ a n d  S l a t e  n f f i s t  1, u  1 h i  
a d d r e s s  c h j n p m g  n e e d s  a n d  p r o g r a m s
■ 1 ■i \ 1 S fl
;
?4 R l ' U 1j r c h  i n  d e t e r m i n e  p o l i c e  j u r i e d  n d  s c h o o l  h o a r d  r c , n i i  i M k ,  1 
p a r i s h  a r e a  a g e n t s ,  Nt  ul l  i - p . u  i vl i r e \ | i o n m t  ji I il iCS o f  p , i r i \ h  a g c n l \ .  l i K  ,i'i r c !  
s f nr c  i a 11M ' j !  a r e a  e x t e n s i o n  c e n t e r s
1 *1 3 4 s f, 7 R e s e a r c h  I n  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s l a h d i i y  o f  p a r i s h  e x l e n s n i r i  i df i -  c r. vti:!,  
r e d u c e d  i l d f f
i i y 4 s fj T R e s e a r c h  o n  p a r i s h  s t a f f i n g  b a s e d  o n  p o p u l a t i o n
\ [ y 4 5 ri 7 77 R e s e a r c h  i n  d e t e r m i n e  if m o r e  a r e a  a g e n t *  w o u l d  e n h a n c e  p a r i s h  p r o e k i m s
y 4 * u 7 2R R e s e a r c h  e x a m i n i n g  t h e  r o t e  o f  s p e c i a l i s t s  - C o m p a r i s o n  o f  r c M d o i ’ a n j  
p r o  j c i i x c  r o l e s  in t e r m s  o f  l i m e  a n d  p r o g r a m  i m p , i c f
i
i
'S y 4 S fi 7 2f* R e s e a r c h  o n  i h e  i m p a c t  o f  l e a d e r s h i p  t r a i n i n g  o n  j o b  s . i t i T u e l  i. • n j n  1 
p r o g r a m  e f f e c t  i\ e n c s '
: i T 3 4 f, <' 7 311 R e  s e a r c h  o n  h o w  i n  c o m n i u m  c u l c  m o r e  c f f c c t  o e l s  R c i ^  c l  o  <j i 1 ire. i . i .  - • • 
a n d  s p e c i a l i s t '
■ i
T a 4 3 fi 7 31 R e s e a r c  li o t i  w Ik  I t ic r f i e l d  si  .if f s h o u l d  s j k c < . i L / l  i n  .j [ i r i k  u ! r  ̂ ■ J  .. . r  
a n d  b e  a s s i g n e d  l o  m u J l i  p j n s l i  r c s p o n s i b i l i t k  s
1 1 T 3 4 s h 7 3 ? R e s e a r c h  wi l l  h e  n e e d e d  l o  e l . i n f s  p a r i s h  M. i f f  p n o n u c s  <n l i r m s  n |  
b u d g e t a r y  c u t s
t "1 3 4 s 0 7 3 3 R e s e a r c h  l o  c o m p a r e  i h c  s u c c e s s  o f  i j i i h u s  s t u f f i n g  p . M t c i m  u  t J  f • %■ o i t u  r 
s l a t e s
i 3 4 5 h 7 3 4 R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  i h c  b a l a n c e  b e t w e e n  M j t e .  a r e a ,  a n d  l o c a l  s k i f f '  a s  
e x t e n s i o n  is c l n w r v s i a f f i n p ,
i : 4 5 7 33 R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  if t h e  L X i c n s i o n  s e r v i c e  h a s  p r o p e r l y  i r . u n e d  a e e m s  
in j l l  I n c u t 11h i s o f  t h e  s t a l e
i i 3 4 .S h 7 v > R e s e a r c h  o n  i h e  i m p a c  1 a l a t h  o f  p r o f e s s i o n j I  d e g r  e e s  i n f 1 o m e  f~ 1 i m  i <01 u s 
ELducaTi on a n d  V o c a t i o n a l  A g r i c u l t u r e  L d u t a t i o n  h j s  o n  p r o f e s s i o n . ! !  
c f U  U n t n e \ s
, -} 3 4 s r. 7 37 R e  s e a r s  h o n  i n i w  | o  l irni l  , ijpe i l l ' s  r t s p n n s d  n bt  i .  s  l o  ft *  1 r s [n. o f u '  , o  e i •
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l ‘lcii*ic r e s p o n d  u s in j ;  | l i e  f n lUminp  scale:
1 = Strongly Agr«e
2 - Agrao
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
5 = Slightly Disagree
6 = Disagree
7 = Strongly Disagree
STAFFING PATTERNS (COM',)
Vi  R c ^ c a i t h  u n  m e t h o d s  i h a t  c o u l d  Itc u i c d  I'y f l i c  H T , S  m  d r a l n u :  “ UN  
i n c n m p e i e n i  r i g c n i s
V) R e s e a r c h  o n  u | i y  t h e r e  i s  a l a c k  o f  w o m e n  m  m i d d l e  a n d  u p p  i 
m a n * i i i c m c n i  tn t h e  l .C'ILS
4 0  R e s e a r c h  w h e t h e r  a s s i g n i n g  a g e n t s  t o  t KUh a d u l t  *ind s o u t h  w m l  i Ix̂ih programs
P R O G R A M  D E V E L O P M E N T
4 t  C o m p a r e  s u c c e s s  o f  n a t i o n a l  i n i t i a t i v e s  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m  v e r s u s  pr*i■. 
r o o t s  g c n c r a i c d  p r o g r a m s
4 2  C o m p a r e  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  p r i o n i i e s  v n i h  a g e n t s  P r o g r a m  ar.A f l . r ’ 
W o r k  l o  identify s i m i l a r  o h j c c l i v c s
.( l.
4  ̂ R e s e a r c h  a s  t o  I hc  m o s i  e f f e c t i v e  m e t h o d  o f  n e e d s  a s s e s s m e n t
4 4  R e s e a r c h  I n d e t e r m i n e  t h e  t r u e  i m p j e l  l h a i  c u r r e n t  e x t e n s i o n  pr.  er . i "  having
4.S R e s e a r c h  i n  d u c r n i m c  if e x t e n s i o n  is r e a l l y  m a k i n g  a  J i f f ;  ri n a  v. \ a 
S f c n j h c a n l  p a r t  o f  ( h e  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  L o u i s i a n a
4 / j D o c l o p r m  nl  o f  p r o g r a m s  I h 4>l w i l l  h j v c  a n  i m p a c l  o n  e n t i r e  ft
4 7  R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  I he  p r o p c i  p r o g r a m  l e n g t h  a n d  l i m e  s p a n  repealed prruvams
4K R e s e a r c h  t n  d v t c r n n n c  h o w  i n  m a k e  p r o g r a m s  h a v e  s h o r i  rang. ,  
i m m c d i . i i c  I k: ne  f i ts  m  i h c  c l i e n t e l e
4*J R e s e a r c h  i n  d e t e r m i n e  if m o r e  e m p h a s i s  f u c d s  t o  t n  p k u c d  o n  p . i r o f i  
i n p u t  c o n c e r n i n g  I he  d i r e c t i o n  o f  c t l c n s i o n  p r o g r a m s
N )  R e s e a r c h  I o  d c  ter m i n e  i f  m o r e  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s  l o r  4 II  l e a d e r ^  
n e e d e d  i n  o r d e r  f or  ( h e m  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  l e . i c h
S I  R e s e a r c h  (<» d i i e r / n r M e  i h e  , < r e j s  ( h * r l  r i e j u o e  h w i c l  ( if i K  i i l . o m N  ir. ,
S ?  K i s e a r c h  t o  d i M m i r u  >*h,i l  p r o g r a m  l i a m i n g  m e t h o d -  w o r k  K ’ m,
M  l l e s i . i r t h  i n  i d i n t i f s  t h e  l i t e r , < f \  l e v e l  o f  t h i n k  k
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1’ k ‘i i s C  using till1 following scnlc:
1 = strongly Agree
2 — Agree
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undecidad
5 = slightly Disagree
6 ~ Disagree
7 = Strongly Disagree
I’K O G K A M  D F V F L O P M F N T  ( C O N  I
5 4  R e s e a r c h  [{i d e t e r m i n e  tf c * t c n s » o n ' s  c u r r e n t  p f a c i i c t  o f  u k n o f v i r i g  p'r*gr. ! ' - i  
need** a n d  p n o n l y  s e l l i n g  a r c  f u l l y  r e s p o n s i v e  U> I t ic r i m c n i  n e e d s  o f  i h c  people
1 S5 R e s e a r c h  l o  d e l  e r m i n e  al  w h a t  l e v e l  ( n a l i o n j l ,  M u t e ,  h u a l )  s L o u l J  c i t i ’ r . su- n  
pro^r; i rr trni ra'  h e  c a r r i e d  o u t
R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  i h c  i n s c m t c  l e a r n i n g  n e e d e d  t o  t r a m  4  H  a p e n : v  i 
d o  a d u l t  w o r t ,  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e
5 7  R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  if i h c  c u r r e n i  s y s t e m  o f  p r o g r a m  d e v e l o p m e n t  
e f f e c t i v e
5M R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  w h a l  p r o g r a m s  a r e  m o s t  s u c c e s s f u l  w i i h  s o u t h  at  
r i sk
5*J R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  c f f e c i  o f  4 - H  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o n  o o y r n  m  
a s  a d u l t s
R e s e a r c h  c o m p . m f l g  t h e  n i a L e u p  o f  a d v i s o r s  c t i m r m c i .  i’ s #irv1 [ hi  
a u d i e n c e s  re us l i e d
6 1  R c sc  ar c h t o  i K h r m m c  w h e t h e r  a ‘ t o p  d o w n '  or  a  ' h v t  ■ m i  up" . i p p u v i , ' :  t 
p r o g r a n t  d c i c l o p m c n l  w o r t s  Urvl
6 2  R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h y  s o m e  p e o p l e  a c c e p t  e v u r v i  ’n p r o p . i r n s  a'  J 
o t h e r s  d o  n o t
6 }  R e s e a r c  h t o  d e l e  r m m e  i f  ' i s s u e  s pr o p r  j m m m g *  i s  w h e r t  t C I JS r e c J r i 
l o c u s  i ts  c f f o n t
6 4  R e s e a r c h  o n  i h c  t r a i n i n g  n e e d s  o f  p a r i s h  a g e n t s  i n r e g a r d s  l o  s p e c i f i c  
s u b j e c t  a r e a s
6 5  R e s e a r c h  o n  n e t w o r k i n g  w h h  o t h e r  a g e n c i e s  a n d  i ns i  u s i t i o n s  s o  a s  n o i  i> 
d u p l i c a t e  e f f o r t s
6 6  R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  if m o r e  p a c k a g e d  ( c a n n e d )  p r o g r a m s  w o u l d  f r e e  
a p c n l i  f or  o t h e r  d u t i e s
6 ^  R e s e a r c h  o n  w j s s  m  m e r e  u s e  h i g h  s c h i x d  . s i u d c n T s  i n l c r c s *  »n 4 H
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I ' f c m . c  r v . '  1 u s i n j ;  l l i c  f u l l i m i i i j ;  s c ; i l or
1 = Strongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
$  -  Slightly Disagree 
6 = Disagree 
1 -  Strongly Disagree
P R O G R A M  D l . V l . L O P M k M  K  O N  1 )
1 7 4 o 7 r »s R e s e a r c h  t o  i d e n t i f y  i h c  L.cy c o m m u n i t y  k  adcf*-  l h . i l  s h o u l d  h e  n u  ' n .! J ir 
a d s i s n f  y i i>ni m i l  t e c s
] ; * 4 O 7 r.o Rt  M’ <ir<Ji o n  111C i m p a c t  a l .n'k n f  1 < [ „ \  pr i ipr . tin J i t .  ! - • 1 < ;• , • i 
h. i s  u p o n  t .( I Js p r o g r a m  d c v e h i p m c n l
1 “I 4 f, -r 7 0 R e s e a r c h  o n  I m w  L.CFLS a g e n t s  a r c  r e s c i n d i n g  l o  c h . o - , -  * n.  [ r . - 1 '
1 * 3 4 f. 7 71 R c & c a i c h  [«> d e t c r m + n e  * l i y  l - C l k S  i t  a t e  s f K O a h s i s  a r c  n o :  1 i . m e  r:. • 
“h a n d s  o n "  a n d  r e a d y  ( o - u i C  e d u c a t i o n a l  L i t e r a l u r c
P R O G R A M  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N
1 2 3 4 5 f* 7 7 2 A  s t u d y  l o  d e t e r m i n e  ( h e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  m e t h o d s  a n d  l u f i r i k j i - o  c !  i i  1. .. . 
c u l t u r a l  d n c r s c  a u d i e n c e s
1 2 3 4 5 6 n 7 3 U t i l . / j l m n  o f  p a r j p r o f c y i o n i J s  i n  d i s s e m i n a t i n g  L x i c n s u m  i n f o r m , i  . o n
1 i 3 4 5 n 7 4 F f f e c u s e n c s s  o f  m a s s  m e d i a  l o  t e a c h  r a t h e r  t h a n  e r e  a i r  a *  ar i  m o
1 3 4 5 ft 7 7^ R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h j l  t y p e s  o f  e x t e n s i o n  l e a c h i n g  j r c  n n  ■ i " 
a n d  c o s t  e f Oc . L ni
1 3 4 S I. 7 7f, R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  u h c i h c r  l l i c  e d u c a t i o n a l  l o c i  o f  c u t  u m o u  i 1,. 
e f f e c t s  t h e i r  a d o p t i o n  o f  e x t e n s i o n  r e c o m m e n d , i t i o n s
1 2 3 4 (t 7 7 7 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a n d  c u r r e n t  u - c  o f  m a w  n n  ih. i  
t e a c h i n g
1 *> 3 4 5 <} 7 7H R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  m e t h o d  o f  t r a i n i n g  a g e n t s
1 't 3 4 5 U 7 7 7 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  a  I x t t e r  m e j n s  o f  %n h o u s e *  i < wu rim n i cat  »oii  arid 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n
1 2 3 4 5 U 7 N ) R e s e a r c h  as  I n  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  a s t n e s  o f  o J m  l a j H ^  
U c n i o n s l r a t m g  t l i e  m a j o r  a ^ n c l s  o f  p r o d u c t i o n  a g r i c u l t u r e
1 2 3 4 3 (, 7 RJ R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  if c i t c n u i i n  i s  e f f e c r i v i  l> r e a c h i n g  n m n  r ,<• 1 n n: iL 
a u d i t  r i ces
1 2 I 4 s t, i s : R e s e a r c h  t o  di '  U /  m i n e  if 1 h i  us e  i if i r i n o i  al j s e  . u t i l n ' i i a  l i l in i, p n   ̂ u  ill 
r n h j m e  t i  j r r n n | ’ r*|H. ‘r i e n c t s  in p r o g r . i m  d e h s e r >
1 -y \ 4 s i, 7 S I R  i M  a t  i h  o n  1 hi  ci*M e f  l e d  is e n e  s%. o f  c u r  r i  nt  o J i h m i h m i  it p i  o g  i j r n  s
^
235
I ' l c asc  r e s p o n d  u s i nn  Ihe  (uMimiug scale:
1 = Strongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 — SIightly Agree
4 Undecided
5 = Slightly Disagree
6 = Disagree
7 = Strongly Disagree
P R O G R A M  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  ( C O N T  ) J
l -•» 3 4 r, 7 M R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  I h c  e x t e n s i o n  s e r v i c e  s h o u l d  t n r t h n u c  i k  turrer- . i  
p r o g r a m  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  w o r k i n g  w i t h  p e o p l e  o n  a m o r e  d i r e c t  l t . r o -  <>* 
m n v c  t o w a r d  m o r e  c l a s s r o o m  t y p e  e d u c a t i o n a l  e f f o r t ' ,
! i 3 4 5 r> 2 H5 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  h o 1*  c f f c c n v c  e l e c t r o n i c  d e l i v e r y  M M c r n s  a r c  m 
g a i n i n g  a d o p t i o n  b y  c l i e n t e l e
i 2 \ 4 S f, 7 s o R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  c f f c c i  m e d i a  a d v e r t i s i n g  a n d  p u h l i t i i v  U a w  nn 
i h c  p u b l i c ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  a n d  s u c c e s s  o f  p r o g r a m s
i 2 3 4 5 ft 7 K7 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  a g e n t s  h a v e  a p r o p e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  hi  cu I ' c n  g  *■ 
o b j e c t i v e s ,  a n d  m e a s u r a b l e  o u t c o m e s
j 2 3 4 5 fj 7 R e s e a r c h  o n  w h e n  a n d  h o w  t o  m e  l o c a l  l e a d e r s  a n d  v o l u n t e e r s  i n  p r o g r a m  
i m p l c  m e  n t a i  i o n
i 2 3 4 5 f. 7 H' i R c s e - a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  v i s u a l  a i d s ,  a n d  t h e  t y p e s  o f  v i m m I Ai de  
I h j i  a r c  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e
: : T 3 4 5 7 ■*.) R e s e a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  i f  1 h e  Ir a d  H i n n  a 1 p r o g r a m  i r n p k  m e  nLi i  »oti m  V u  i 
a r t  Mill c f f c c t o c  f or  L o u i s i a n a ,  n r  d o e s  c x i c r L S m n  n e e d  t u  ^  a p p r o  i j i  < f • 
t o d a y ' s  s o c i e t y
1 "t 7 4 5 fi 7 v | R e s e a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  w h a t  m e t h o d s  l o  u s e  l o  m . n r u j i n  ( h e  i ui i  u  o  td  
VOlHIi  i n  4 M t h r o u g h o u t  h i g h  s c h o o l
1 "> 3 4 5 7 v : R e  s e a r c h  o n  t h e  ‘ p r o c e s s e s '  u s e d  i n  p r o g r a m  i m p i e  m e m  ai m u  or i  . ihj . i i  i - m 
o f  n e t w o r k i n g  a n d  r o a l i t m n  b u i l d i n g  p r o c e s s e s
] 2 3 4 5 0 7 9 3 R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  m o r e  o u i  o f - s c h o o l  p r o g r a m s  w o u l d  f u r i h e r  t i n  4 
H  p r o g r a m
1 2 3 4 5 u 7 9 4 R e s e a r c h  l o  i d e n t i f y  n e w  ( r a i n i n g  a p p r o a c h e s  l h a i  wi l l  Ih - n e e d e d  h v  h o i h  
s i a f f  a n d  c l i e n t e l e
1
2 3 4 5 (t 7 95 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  i h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  n f  4  II  m e e t i n g  d e m o n s !  r a t i o n s  as  a 
t e a c h i n g  m e t h o d
1 1 2 3 4 5 ft 7 % R e s e a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  I h e  e f f e e  u s e  n e s s  n f  4 1I o f f i c e r  a n d  U . u k  t n . n m u g
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P ic n i c  r e s p o n d  u s i n g  llic f i»l lo»ing scale:
  l = Strongly Agr«« j
  2 = Agree j
--------------------- J = Slightly Agree j
---------------  4 = Undecided
-----------  5 = Slightly Disagree |
i- ----   6 = Disagree i
—  7 = 6 trongly Disagree
P R O G R A M  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  ( C O S T  }
1 4 0 1 9 7 Research on whelhcr ihc I.CBS needs in update ils malt rial  m n 1 .iimn i 
(hr '’*)'<► lifestyles
1
P K O G R A M  IIMPI1ASIS
1 y A 4 <> 2 Research the retraining steps necessary for fucuhs i r t c ■ im l1 u i l lluu 
educational proprams in technical areas previous!) rm covered k  hr 1 
(tcchmcjl and psychological)
! i 2 4 9 7 oo Methods lo determine the true needs of clients other ihan a(M\nr> p«'ups 
(use of surveys, polls. e t c )
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 100 Development of long term goals that will guide the structure anJ emphasis 
of extension programs
■ l 1 .1 4 <; 7 101 Research to determine the actual needs of 4 11 youth
\




4 s u 7 n n Research i n  dele rrmn.; if l<*o much cmpli aso, is Ivn i’ pi u s >! t •"■; 
rather than on education tn the 411 program
] 4- 4 s (i 7 101 Research lo determine how to improve the image uf l t i m , 4 : ,i 
Mat? wide level
i T T, 4 f« 7 m R e s e a r c h  lo d e l c i m i n c  »f Mate s p e c i a l i s t s  a r c  p l j c i r . g  a i i . - ^ u j r c  r n \ n .  ,-.n 
the 4-M progfam
i 3 4 5 (, 7 10r> Research to determine if more stale wnk pru^fjms or  ̂ m ' C i k d
i 2 3 4 5 fi 7 1 0 7 Research to determine the economic impact of program areas m ufder i n  
decide on program emphasis
] 4 0 7 1 0 8 Research to deiermine whai programs currently in place should k  
expanded nr drop|ved
] 2 3 4 3 o 7 i rr) Research lo deiermine the needs of youth for i n f o r m a l  education progiumc 
at different age levels
i 2 3 4 S {> 7 no Research on program cmph.ms .xnrl rcxuli /impaci on tk  ( arĉ  I - m. l i .  n„ l
i T 3 4 S u 7 i n K l search l n de t cr mine if eviensum's issue s kise d pr ocr.nn nnnp in r l .n t . .u e  
ihi needs of our changing society
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M e n sc rt* S | i o m 1 IIS i l l c  f o l l o w  i n g  s i m i l e :
----------------- 1  =  strongly Agrea
----------------  2 = Agr«a
3 = Slightly Agree
----------------- 4 =  Undecided
----------------- 5 r Slightly Disagree
----------------  6 =  Disagree
r—  7 =  Strongly Disagree
i
P R O G R A M  r .M P M A S I S  ( G O S T . )
1 > 4 5 r, 7 1 1 ?  R c ^ c , l f c h  t o  l i u r r m i n e  h o w  l . CC- S  a g e n t *  fc*iMv d e t e r m i n e  w t u i  p r o g r a m * ,  l o  
c m p t u w c
P R O G R A M  e v a l u a t i o n
1 T i 4 s <i 7 i n  S l i n k  l l i c  l o i l u i t i . m  p r o c e d u r e s  C u r r e n t l y  us i rd l o  n i g i m i f i 1 he  'i t o ,  o  nil
c h a n g e s  in y o u l h  «tnd f a m i l y  l i fe  s i t u a t i o n *  ( A l t i t u d e s .  b o n g  c a r c r r  i i i hmi i h J .  
c u l l  u r a l  \  a l u c y  c l  r )
1 4 s (y 1 1 4  R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  a c t u a l  s u C C C i i / f J i l u r c  o l  c * 1 c r i s i o n  p r i H V a u ^
1 4 \ (y ; 1 1 ^  R e s e a r c h  t n  d e t e r m i n e  w h y  y o u l h  d e c i d e  n o t  l o  re  e n r o l l  i n  i h c  4  H  
p r o p r a m
] 3 4 s h 7 1 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  t h e  n e w  4  H  l i t e r a t u r e
1 -*y 4 5 (i - 1 1 7  R e s e a r c h  t o  d e v e l o p  a n  a g e n t  c v a l u a i i o n  i n s t r u m e n t  i h a t  w>| |  p i s e  a t r u e  
p i c t u r e  o f  i h c  k i n d  o f  j o h  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  a g e n t  u  r e a t N  d o m p
1 4 s l> 7 i 1 IS R e s e a r c h  t o  d e v e l o p  m e t h o d s  o f  e v j l u j l m g  c d u t j i  nxt . i l  p r o g r a m  h j ^ c d  o n  
r e s u l t s ,  a n d  n o t  o n  n u m b e r s  r e a c h e d
1 \ 4 <. t- -
1
1 1rJ R e s e a r c h  l o  d e i e r m i n e  if c u r r c n l  e v a l u a t i o n  m e t h o d s  a r c  b u s e d
1 4 s - ' 1 ? t > R e s e a r c h  t n  d e v e l o p  v a r i o u s  e v a l u a t i o n  m e t h o d s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  a u i l  m u  v
L T 4 s r. 7 171 R e s e a r c h  ( n  d e t e r m i n e  i f  a  p r o g r a m  c v a l u a l o r  n e e d s  t o  l*c l u r e d  f or  t h e  
si  a l e
I T 1 J c <y 7 1 2 ?  R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  h o w'  i o  l i n k  g n a t s ,  o b j e c t i v e * ,  a n d  e n d  r e s u l t s  
I n g c i h c r  in e s . i l u a n n g  p r o g r a m s
1 2 4 4 s (, 7 1 2 1  R e s e a r c h  I n  d c l i r m m c  w h a l  a n d  w h e n  lei e v a l u a t e
1 2 } 4 s (, 7 1 2 4  R e s e a r c h  o n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  * p c c r  r e v i e w "  n n  a  r e g u l a r  Im * i *
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 ? ,  R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  a  p r o g r a m  h a s  a  s c l f - c s i c e m  b u i l d i n g  
e f f e c t  o n  y o u t h
] -> 3 4 s 6 7 1 2 h  R e s e a r c h  t o  d e v e l o p  a  s e l f - e s t e e m  a s s e s s m e n t  i n s t r u m e n t
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I ’ l t ' i i s c  r c s | i ( M i ( 1  i i s i n ^  t h e  f n l l i m i n ^  s c , l i e :
— --------— — —  1 - Gtrongly Agree
------------------------- 2 = Agree
 ---------— ■— - 3 = Slightly Agree
---------------  4 = Undecided
j—  — — - 5 = Slightly Disagree
------  6 = Disagree
—  7 = Strongly Disagree
P R O G R A M  E V A L U A T I O N  ( r o M . )  1
] T 1 4 5 fi 7 1 2 7 R e s e a r c h  l o  i d e n t i f y  w h e t h e r  s ^ n i * .  b e l i e v e  c s  a l u m  i nn  i s  a l o o l  f or  j Mi ^v . k ' n  
i m p r o v e m e n t
] 7 3 A 5 it 7 1 2 * Rc . S c . VCh  n n  i h c  u s e  n f  r e l e v a n c e ,  i j u j l i l y ,  a n d  ut i l i t y  j s  c n l e r u  f l j| 
e x c e l l e n c e  in p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  i
1 7 3 4 5 U 7 1 R e s e a r c h  n n  h o w  i o  ( t a r n  a g e n t s  t o  e v a l u a t e  p r o g r a m s ,  n o t  at l o l l i e s  I1
1 "1 3 4 s 4s 7 1 ^ 1 R e s e a r c h  i n  i d e n t i f y  a m e t h o d  o f  c v a l u a h n r  a c n e  u l i u r a l  f M i T ' . i r v .
] •7 7 4 5 U 7 B l R e s e a r c h  i n  d e t e r m i n e  i f  " k e y  i n d i c a t o r s "  a r e  a c t u a l l y  i n d n a i i v  o l  a |' 
p r o g r a m s  s u c c e s s  i
1 7 4 5 (> 7 1 3 7 R e s e a r c h  i n  d e t e r m i n e  i f  t h e r e  a r c  V c y  i n d i c a t o r  a i h . i t  s h o u l d  u s e d  in i*:r | 
e v a l u a t i o n  p r o c e s s  t h a t  a r c  c u r r c n i l y  n o t  u s e d  j
1 7 3 4 5 6 7 1 3 3 R e s e a r c h  i o  d e t e r m i n e  c l i e n t e l e  a n d  g o v e r n i n g  b o d i e s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  i 
e x t e n s i o n  p r o g r a m s
1 7 3 4 5 fi 7 1 VI R e s e a r c h  lei i d e n t i t y  c h c n i c l c  n o t  d i r c c l t y  r c l j t c d  i n  c v i i ' n M . i n  ,irn! tl, ii r v  r ,, 
t s h a i  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  a c t u a l l y  r e a c h i n g  o u r  a u d i e n c e s
B A R R I E R S  T O  T E C H N O L O G I C A L  A O O T I  H  > \
1 7 3 4 s U 7 n s R e s e a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  i h c  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  t e a c h i n g  ret  h r n ^ m  \  a n d  r e 1- 
f or  I h c  t u r n e r  o f  a  v e r y  C u l t u r a l l y  do- Crs C c l i e n t e l e
] 7 3 4 3 fi 7 I V , R e s e a r c h  l o  M u d y  t h e  c o s t  e f f e c t  is e o c S S  o f  t r a i n i n g  al l  e »U ns  o n  . g m  ■ \- , 
c o m p u t e r  s L i l k  i o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  h j r r i c i  o f  c o m p u t e r  i l i i ' i  i . i t  s
1 7 3 4 3 (v 7 t n ? R e s e a r c h  l o  s l u d >  t h e  c o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  p l a c i n g  j  l A \  r i ' . Khi r i e  in e. i  L 
p a r i s h  o f f i c e  l o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  b a r r i e r  o f  s l o w  c o m m u n i s  , Uu>n
1 2 3 4 5 (■ 7 1 3H R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  w h o  p r o d u c e r s  g o  t o  m o s t  o f t e n  f or  m f o r  m, i !  i - •*•
1 7 3 4 s (> 7 1 7  J R e s e a r c h  l o  r e d u c e  i h e  l i m e  il l a k e s  f or  c u l l i n g  c J g . e  l e c h m d o p  l o  In 
c l e a r e d  f o r  c x i e n s i o n  f c c o m m c n d j l i o n  !
14-1 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e v e l o p  t x r l l c r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  a n d  a r t i c u l a t i o n  o f  t d u c j t i o n . i l  
p r o g r a m s  a n d  n e w  t e c h n o l o g i e s
] 2 7 4 5 1, 7 141 R e s e a r c h  t o  d e i e r m i n e  if f i e l d  a g e n t s  r e t d  m o r e  d c l j d e d  i n f o r m a l  n o i  < , m { 
i r f o m m e n d e d  p r a c t i c e s
239
l l lciisc r e s p o n d  u s i n £  t t ie f o l l o o i n n  sc;ilc:
----------------------------  1 = Gtrongly Agree
  2 = Agree
 —   3 = fllightly Agree
f— .... — _ _ _ _ _  4 - undecided
------------ 5 = Slightly Disagree
------  6 — Disagree
  7 = strongly Disagree
H A R R I E R S  T O  T E C H N O L O G I C A L  A  D O  P I  I O N  K  < > \  f .
[ -> 3 4 fi 1 ] 4 2 R e s e a r c h  l o  d c l c i m i n c  i h c  l > c u  w a y *  l o  m j f k i ' l  e x t e n s i o n ' s  | ’ n y i , i : n -  ■. i 
m o r e  p r  u l e s *  i o n , i l  b a s i s  l h siL wi l l  g i v e  c r c d i b r l n y  I d  t h e  I ( 1 -V
1 ; 3 4 s u 1 \ 4 \ H i  m u c h  l o  ilt' i e r m i n e  h o w  n> b r o a d e n  c m n M n n  v t i m h i t k  b  . r  c jm- !  f- o '
Work. Wllll (tfflLF j ^ D I O l  s
1 4 f u "r 14-3 Ri  VL.iri.il oti  w l u l  p r o d u c e r *  e * p c c |  o f  e H e n M o t i  o n  i f u  i s m h  of  
c n  s i r  D n r n  nl  . | l i j  u . d i l  s
1 -> 3 4 s u 7 M ' t R c c c . i C s h  o n  w l u i  p r o d u c e r *  o p e n  o f  c u c n s K i n  iri t i n .  j i l . i  o l  . i n n v . i  
r iphi  v
1 "p 3 4 5 (, 7 1 44, R e s e a r c h  o n  in  s e r v i c e  t r a i n i n g  m e t h o d s  ( o  u p g r j d c  t c t  h n o ! - y i *  a 1 ' * ! 
p c f  S' . ' flficl
1 3 4 5 f’ 1 1 4 7 f t i ' s e a r c h  o n  h o w  t o  e n c o u r a g e  i n n o v a t i o n  at  t h e  h v . i l  a n d  s r j : i  1 o
1 2 3 4 fi 1 I 4 H R e s e a r c h  i o  d e i e r m i n e  if i h c  l a c i .  o f  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  a d o p t i o n  l v - h ' d i i  ! 
lo  I h e  i t  rv Tn o i l  1 o  b e  o p e n  m i n d e d  &l>out n e w  i d i  iis
j 1 T 3 4 f. ] 14  V R e s e a r c h  i n  i d e n t i f y  i n n m # h i c  w a y s  t o  l e a c h  c l i e n t e l e  v. h ' h a w  i 1 > 
ci luivki i o n  d  l evel
2 3 4 5 h 1 1 ^ 1 ivi  cc, i f  e h  l o  i d e m  if v l e a d e r s h i p  n e e d *  o n  a p a r i s h  / a m  a i o % l 1
O T H E R  R E S E A R C H
1 2 3
_ .
4 5 6 7 1 M R e s e a r c h  to d e t e r m i n e  Ihc  b e s t  w a y  i o  d e v e l o p  a n  e d u c t i o n  d  r f , y.f ■'*' !l r 
i h c  n o n  a c r i c u l i u r a l  p u b l i c  a b o u t  p r o d u c t i o n  a g r i c u l t u r e
I 3 4 5 (i 7 I V R e s e a r c h  .is l o  l l i c  l>CM d e l i v e r *  m e t h o d  o f  a n  c i l uc  ,i( i o n , d  p r . y r . i r : ,  u 
e d u c a t e  EIk n o n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  s e g m e n l  o f  i h c  p o p u l a t i o n  a b o u t  p r o J i n i  
ag r  it  i ’ll u r e
1 7 3 4 ; ft 7 1V1 R e s e a r c h  t o  c v j Iu j i c  ( he  c f f c c i s / r c w a r d s  o f  p e r s o n n e l  i v j  1 u , n u md d " t i -v *. 
p r o m o t i o n ,  e t c
1 : 3 4 5 fi 1 1M K e s c j r c h  i o  i d e n t d v  f a c t o r s  ihjt influence p e r s o n n e l  m o r . d
1 2 3 4 5 h 1 1SS K c s c . i r d i  t(. d e i c i m m c  w h a l  f i t c l o t s  d c i c r  (ir o n t o i i r . i j v  
pc rMutnc!  t o  t . i L c  r i s k s  i n  prof i ramfnmL'
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I ’k' i i ' .c r e s p o n d  u s i r p ;  l l i e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e :
r
1 = Strong 1y Agree
2 . Agree
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undec ided
5 = 6 1 ightly Di sagree
6 Disagree
7 = Strongly Disagree
OTIIEK KLSI-AltCH (CONT )
1 Vi, R e s e a r c h  c m l i c i t i c r  C K l c n s i o n  n e e d s  lO e x p a n d  o r  d e c r e a s e  m  l e r n i s  ol  
s i u f f  a n d  p r n p r d r n  a r e a s
I.S"? R e s e a r c h  n n  w h e t h e r  C K l e n s i n n  s h o u l d  r e m a i n  s l r i c l U  d p i e u l i t i f - i l .  » s i  
m l o  cm h c t  ( v p c s  o f  c d u c a i m n j !  p r n f y a m s
t.VH R e s e a r c h  o n  vs h a  I i s  I h e  t r u e  p e r c c p l i o n  o f  c x i c n s i n n  hv m h  i c h
1 Va R e s e a r c h  s o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  4-H is p e r c e i v e d  m  l>c a  \ n a N c  v o u r h  r d u r . i i .  |
p r o p f i i m  l>v I h c  p u b l i c  !
I (at  R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  h o w  u> Ik: tl  c  r i n t c g r a i c  i h c  v a r i o u s  a r e a s  n!  
e x p c r u . s c
161 R e & e a r c h  h i  d c i c r m i n e  i f  e x t e n s i o n  s h o u l d  h e  m o r e  p r o  j c Ii m: m  t h r  a * e a  «1 | 
? n v i r o n m r  n l a l  c d u c a l i o n  '
| 1 ( 0  R e s e a r c h  u> d e v e l o p  a s t a n d a r d i z e d  e v a l u a t i o n  i ns  I r u n i  c m  f o r  d o  it u
l o  U H  i n t -s. i ! u .»i i ri | ’ f i e l d  s ( j l d
\ 1 r i ’I R e s e a r c h  l o  d e l e  r m i n e  d  i h c  * n i  u . ‘ m i s s i o n  s l a l e r n c n i  i s  w s  II u n , f .  r-
a c r o s s  i h c  M a r c
] M  R e i C a u h  l o  111. I f  r in m e  i h c  i m p a c t  w o r k i n g  f o r  l l u :  l . (  I L o  o n  i v  
pr of cs vn' i n . i Ss  h o m e  l i fe
JCiS R e s e a r c h  l o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  l i n n  m j n n p . c m e n l  t r a i m n p .  i s  n e e d e d  I s  I I I
a p e  n i s
I f  y o u  f e e l  t h a t  a n  i m p o r t a n t  i t e t n  w a s  n o t  i n c l m k - t l  i n  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  p l c . i ' - c  n J o n t i f s  n  1:1 t h e  ' p  n  
p r o v i d e d  h e l o w
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In the Fall of 1991, you were asked to participate as a 
member of a small panel to identify the research needs of the 
LCES. We would like to thank you for agreeing to participate 
in this very worthwhile study. We recognize that it has taken 
considerable time and thought responding to these 
questionnaires and this effort is evident in the quality of 
your responses. This third, and final, questionnaire is the 
compiled list of research items submitted by you and the other 
members of the panel and the group rating from the second 
questionnaire.
For this final round, you are asked to rate each item 
again, taking into consideration the group rating from the 
last round. For each item, the group rating from round one is 
given. You have the option to agree or disagree with the 
group rating for each item. For example: If the group rating
for an item is "2" (Agree), and this is how you perceive it as 
well, you would respond by writing "2" in the space provided 
for that item. However, if the group rating for an item is 
"4” (Undecided) , and you feel very strongly that the item 
should be a research priority, indicate by writing "1" 
(Strongly Agree) in the space provided for that item, etc. 
Base your response on your perception regarding whether or not 
each of the items listed below should be a research priority 
of the LCES.
There has been some concern as to the confidentiality of the 
panel members participating in this study. I wish to assure 
you that no one knows the make-up of this panel. I also wish 
to assure you that your responses will be added to the other 
participants' responses and that in no wav will your name be 
associated with your response. Therefore, please return the 
enclosed questionnaire by March 10.
In compiling the responses from the panel, we tried to 
eliminate duplication of items. In doing so, we may have 
inadvertently left out an item that you feel is very 
important. If you feel that an important item was not 
included in this questionnaire, please identify it in the 
space provided at the end of the questionnaire.
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This research is approved and supported by the Director 
of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. Your 
cooperation in conducting this very worthwhile study will be 
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, please call 
me at (504)388-6526.
Sincerely,





In the Fall of 1991, you were asked to participate as a 
member of a small panel to identify the research needs of the 
LCES. We would like to thank you for agreeing to participate 
in this very worthwhile study. We recognize that it has taken 
considerable time and thought responding to these 
questionnaires, and this effort is evident in the quality of 
your responses.
On March 2, I mailed you the third, and final, 
questionnaire. As of today I have not received your response. 
This questionnaire is the compiled 1 ist of research items 
submitted by you and the other members of the panel and the 
group ratings from the second questionnaire.
For this final round, you are asked to rate each item 
again, taking into consideration the group rating from the 
last round. For each item, the group rating from round one is 
given. You have the option to agree or disagree with the 
group rating for each item. For example: If the group rating
for an item is "2" (Agree), and this is how you perceive it a s  
well, you would respond by writing "2" in the space provided 
for that item. However, if the group rating for an item is 
"4'' (Undecided) , and you feel very strongly that the item 
should be a research priority, indicate by writing "1" 
(Strongly Agree) in the space provided for that item, etc. 
Base your response on your perception regarding whether or not 
each of the items listed below should be a research priority 
of the LCES.
There has been some concern as to the confidentiality of the 
panel members participating in this study. I wish to assure 
you that no one knows the make-up of this panel. I also wish 
to assure you that your responses will be added to the other 
participants' responses and that in no wav will your name be 
associated with your response. Therefore, please return the 
enclosed questionnaire by March 10.
In compiling the responses from the panel, we tried to 
eliminate duplication of items. In doing so, we may have 
inadvertently left out an item that you feel is very 
important. If you feel that an important item was not 
included in this questionnaire, please identify it in the 
space provided at the end of the questionnaire.
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This research is approved and supported by the Director 
of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. Your 
cooperation in conducting this very worthwhile study will be 
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, please call 
me at (504)388-6526.
Sincerely,




DEVELOPING A RESEARCH AGENDA 
FOR T H E  LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
'Delphi Round 2 Questionnaire"
Directions: F or each  item  the group  rating fro m  rou n d  on e is given. You h a ve  th e  o p tio n  to  agree t»
d isagree  with th e  group  rating fo r  each  item . For example: I f  the group  raring fo r an item  r, 
"2" (A gree), a n d  th is is h o w  yo u  perce ive  it as well, yo u  w ou ld  resp o n d  b y  w riting  "2 “ in the  
sp a c e  p r o v id e d  fo r  th a t item . H ow ever, i f  th e  g rou p  rating fo r  an item  is "4" (U n d e c id e d  i, 
a n d  yo u  fe e l  very strongly th a t th e  item  sh o u ld  be a  research  priority, in d ic a te  by w riting "I" 
(S trongly A gree) in the sp a c e  p ro v id e d  fo r  th a t item , e tc. B ase  you r respon se  on you r  
p ercep tio n  regarding w h eth er o r  n o t each  o f  the item s lis ted  b e lo w  sh o u ld  h r  a research  
priority  o f  th e  L C E S
Please respond using the following scale:
1 = strongly Agraa
2 = Agra*
3 = Slightly Agra*
4 - Und*cld*d
5 = Slightly Dlaagra*
6 = Diaagra*
7 = Strongly Dlaagra*
G r o u p  R i l i n g  
F ro m  R o u n d  I
V o u r  R a t in e  
F o r  R o u n d  2
S T A F F IN G  PA TT ER N S
-i 1 R e se a rc h  10 d e te rm in e  the effect of  employing ed u ca t io n  g rad ien t  
to  conduct  our  4 -H  youth p ro g ram  versus agr iculture  or ho m e  
e co n o m ic  g r ad u a te s
2 2 R e se a rc h  to evaluate the increased  util ization of vo lun teer  It .n le i  . in 
4-H  to e rp a n d  an agent 's  effectiveness (enroll  and  teach  m ore  
you th)
2 3 R e se a rc h  to develop an o rgan isa t ional  design to  e m p h . i s i /e  ca reer  
o r ien ted  4-H  posit ions (youth  work th roughout ca reer )
2 4 R e se a rc h  (o d e te rm in e  w hether  current  staffing p a t te rn s  a rc
effective in actually m ee t ing  the needs  of  exlension cl ientele  and 
w hether  or  not they  a re  cost effective.
3 S R e se a rc h  to d e te rm in e  the app rop r ia te  sire of  a par ish  staff  or  state 
level division
2 6 R esearch  to  determ ine if there are too  m an y
spec ia l i s t s /ad m in is t ra to rs  a r  c o m p a re d  to  the n u m b e r  of  agen ts  in 
th e  field
3 7. R esearch to  identify long term projections for staff ing  that  w ould  
fit the expected long term funding.
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| m p i m d  u t in g  tin- fi il l imtn ( scule
1 = Strongly Agr«*
2 = Agra*
3 = Slightly Agraa
4 = Undacldad
5 = Slightly Dlaagraa
6 = Dlaagraa
7 = strongly Dlaagraa
G r o u p  Rji tlng 
F ro m  R o u n d  1
Y o u r  R a t in g  
F o r  R o u n d  2
S T A F F IN G  P A T T E R N S  (C O N T .)
s R e se a rc h  In d e t e rm in e  a un ifo rm  fo rm ula  for staff ing  parish offices
2
q R e se a rc h  (o d e t e rm in e  the feasibility of  m a tc h in g  a g e n ts  having 
specific technical  agr icu l tu re  know ledge with p a r i sh e s  w here  tins 
know ledge can best be used
2
10 R e se a rc h  to  d e t e rm in e  if special ists arc  s p e n d in g  a d e q u a te  t ime with 
agents  in the field
' n R e se a rc h  to  d e t e rm in e  the n u m b e r  of  a re a  a g e n ts  n e e d e d  for each a rea
3 12. R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  the  feasibility of  a g e n ts  w ork ing  across parish 
lines in specific  fields
4 13 R e se a rc h  t o  d e v e lo p  a  fo rm u la  for staff ing par ish  4 -H  agents  based  
on  the n u m b e r  of  4 -H  c lub  m e m b e r s .
3 14 R e se a rc h  t o  d e t e r m in e  if ex tens ion 's  p re se n t  staff ing  p a t te rn s  are 
truly reflec ting the d i rec t ion  o f  ex tens ion 's  p r o g ra m  e m p h a s e s
4 15 R e se a rc h  t o  d e t e rm in e  the feasibility of  p lacing a 4-11 c o o r d i n a t o r  
in each  a rea
10 R e se a rc h  to  d e t e rm in e  w h e th e r  the ex tens ion  service should 
con t inue  to  in c rease  the specialist force oi place an  increased  
n u m b e r  of  p e r so n n e l  at th e  field level
3 17 R e sea rch  to  d e t e rm in e  the feasibility of  cm p ln v m g  s o m e  c d i i o T i . i l  
p erso n n e l  al the field level to en h a n c e  local co m m u n ic a t io n s
■t IN R e sea rch  to  d e t e rm in e  if new agents  n eed  m o te  t r a i n i n g  i n  o r d e r  to 
be m o re  productive
2 10 R e se a rc h  to  d e t e rm in e  what kind o f  cxlension service and  s ta lls  the 
p eop le  of  L ou is iana  want
2(1 R e sea rch  to  d e t e rm in e  the effectiveness of par ish  versus a rea  
s taff ing
2 21 R e sea rch  to  d e t e rm in e  the p rob lem s e n c o u n te r e d  b y  p a r i s h  s t a f f s ,  
and  Ihc k n o w le d g e / t r a in in g  n e e d e d  !
3 n R e sea rch  to  ev a lua te  'b u rn -o u t"  a n d  staff ing p a t t e r n s  ( a s s i g n m e n t  
changes)  has on  th is  p rob lem
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1 = Strongly Agree
2 =  Agree {
3 - slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
5 =  Slightly Disagree !
6 =  Disagree
7  -  strongly Disagree 1
G r o u p  Riilkni; 
F ro m  R o u n d  1
Y our  Kitting 
Kor  K u u n d  2
STAFFING PATTERNS (CONTI
3 27 R e sea rch  Lo deve lop  flexible s taff ing  el ihc f i e l d  an d  s t a l e  o f f u c  
level In add ress  changing  n e e d s  a n d  p ro g ra m s
3 24. R e sea rch  I n  d e te rm in e  police j u r ie s  a n d  school h n . i r d  r e a c t i o n  In  
M ulti-par ish  a re a  agenIs, M u lt i -par ish  responsib ili t ies  of  par ish  
agents .  Location  of specialists  at a r e a  exlenxion c en te r s
3 ;3 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  the political stabil ity of  p a r i s h  e x t e n s i o n  
offices with red u ced  s ta ff
4 26 R e sea rch  on  parish staff ing b a s e d  o n  p o p u la t ion
4 2 7 R e se a rc h  lo  d e te rm in e  if m o re  a r e a  a g e n t s  w ould  e n h a n c e  parish 
p ro g ra m s--
5
2 8 R e se a rc h  exam in ing  the ro le  of special is ts  - C o m p a r i s o n  o f  reactive 
a n d  pro-ac tive ro les  in t e rm s  of t im e  a n d  p r o g ra m  im pac t
3 2 0 R e se a rc h  on  the  im pact  of  le a d e r sh ip  training o n  job  sa t is fac tion  an d  
p ro g ram  effectiveness
4 It) R e sea rch  o n  h o w  t o  co m m u n ic a te  m o re  effectively b e tw een  d i s t r i c t  
agcnls  a n d  special ists
3 11 R e se a rc h  on  w hether  field s taff  shou ld  specia l ise  in a p a r t i c u l a r  I 
subject  a re a  an d  be assigned l o  m ulti  par ish  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  |
3 3 2 R e se a rc h  will b e  n e e d e d  t o  clarify par ish  s taff  p r i o r i t i e s  m  t u n e s  of | 
budgetary  cuts |
4 l l R e sea rch  tn  co m p a re  the success o f  var ious  staff ing p a t t e r n 1 used to  ! 
other  s la tes  1
3 .14 R e sea rch  lo  d e te rm in e  the ba lance  be tw een  sla te , a rea ,  a n d  lo s Lil 
staffs as extension  is dow n-s taff ing
2 13 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if the ex tens ion  service has p ro p e r ly  t r a in ed  
agents  in all locations or  the  state
4 V, R e s e a rc h  o n  Ihc impact  a  lack o f  p ro fess iona l  d e g re e s  in H o m e  
E conom ic s  E d u ca t io n  and  V o ca t iona l  A gr icu l tu re  E d u c a t io n  has on 
professional  effectiveness
3 37 R e se a rc h  on  how to limit agen t 's  responsib ili t ies  to fewer specific 
a reas
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I 'l rusc r e s p o n d  u s in g  t l i r  fo llowing sculi:
1 = strongly Agre*
2  -  Agraa
3 =  Slightly Agr«a
4 =  Undacldad
5 =  slightly Dlaagraa
6 =  Dlaagraa
7  =  strongly Dlaagraa
G r o u p  R uling  
f ro m  R o u n d  1
Y o u r  Ruling 
F o r  R o u n d  1
STAFFING PATTERNS (CONT.J
T 3H R e sea rch  on  m e th o d !  tha t  cou ld  be  used  by Ihc L C Ei-S m dealing  
with incom peten t  ag en t !
4 V) R e sea rch  on  why Ihcrc  is a lack of  w o m en  in m idd le  and u p p e r  
m an a g e m e n t  in the L C E S
2 40 R e sea rch  whether  assigning a g e n t !  lo  bo th  adult  a n d  y o u t h  work n 
h u r t ing  bo th  p ro g ra m s
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
2 41 C o m p a re  success or  na t iona l  initiatives educa t iona l  p r o g r a m  s e i s m  
grass roots  g e n e ra te d  p ro g ra m s
3 42 C o m p a re  Advisory C o m m it te e  p r io r i t ies  with  a g en t 's  P r o g r a m  a n d  
Plan of  W ork  to  identify s imilar  objectives.
43 R e se a rc h  as lo  the m osl  effective m e th o d  o f  n e e d s  a s sessm en t
-*» 44 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  the true im pac t  that cu r ren t  ex tens ion  
p ro g ra m s  are having
2 43 R e se a rc h  to d e te rm in e  if ex tens ion  is really m aking  a d i f f c r c n i c  
wnth a significant par t  of  the popu la t ion  of  L ouis iana
40 D eve lopm en t  of  p ro g ra m s  that  will have an  im pac t  on  e n t i r e  
com m unit ies
4 43 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  the p ro p e r  p ro g ra m  leng th  a n d  t i m e  s p a n  
b e tw een  rep ea ted  p ro g ra m s
3 4ft R e sea rch  lo  d e te rm in e  h o w  t o  m a k e  p ro g ra m s  h a v e  shor t  r a n g e  or 
im m ed ia te  benefi ts  to  the cl ientele
2 4'J R e sea rch  l o  d e te rm in e  if m o re  em p h as is  need s  l o  lie p laced  o n  p a r o h  
office input c once rn ing  th e  d irec tion  o f  ex tens ion  p r o g r a m '
3 30 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  if m o re  educa t io n a l  p r o g ra m s  for 4 - II le a d e r '  
a rc  need ed  in o rd e r  for th e m  t o  effectively leach
3 3 1  R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  the a r e a s  that  r equ ire  m o re  o f  t h e  agen ts  
lime
2 52 R e sea rch  lo d e te rm in e  what p ro g ra m  tra in ing  m e th o d s  w ork  best
4 53 R e se a rc h  lo  identify the l i teracy level of  cl ientele
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Please r e s p o n d  using  th e  following scale
1 =  S t r o n g l y  A g r * «
2  -  A g r * a
3 =  S l i g h t l y  A g r a *
4 =  u n d * c i d * d
5  =  S l i g h t l y  D i s a g r * *
6  =  D i s a g r * *
7 =  S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r * *
I  ( i r o u p  Killing 
F ro m  R ound  1
Y our  R a ting  
F o r  R ound  2
P R O C R A M  D E V E L O P M E N T  (C O N T .I
3 54. R e sea rch  lo  de te rm in e  if ex tens ion 's  cu r re n t  p rac t ice  of identitying 
p rogram  n e e d s  and  pr iori ty se t t ing  are  fully re sp o n s ise  to  ihc 
curren t  needs  of  the people
4 55 R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  i t  what  level (na t iona l ,  s ta le ,  local) should 
extension p ro g ra m m in g  be ca r r ied  out.
3 5b R e sea rch  to de te rm ine  the in-service tra in ing  n e e d e d  to  t ra in  4 )1 
agents  to  do  adult work in agr iculture
3 5 1 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if the cu r re n t  sys tem  of p r o g ra m  
deve lopm ent  is effective
3 5fi R esearch  lo d e te rm in e  what p ro g ra m s  a re  m os t  successfu l  with 
youth i t  risk
3 5 <3 R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  the effect o f  4 -H  p a r t ic ip a t io n  on  c n i re n  
involvement as  adu l ts
3 Nl R e sea rch  co m p a r in g  the m a k e u p  of  advisory  c o m m i t te e s  an d  the 
diversity of  aud iences  reached
4 U R esearch  lo  d e te rm in e  w hether  a  T o p  down" or a  "b o t to m  up" 
a pp roach  to p ro g ram  deve lopm en t  w orks  bes l
3 <■: R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  why som e people  accepi ex tens ion  pt>’gr.inl­
and o th e r s  do  not
3 R e sea rch  lo  d e lc rm in c  if "issues p ro g ram m in g "  is w here  !( '[■> ncsd  
lo  locus its efforts !
2 m R esearch  on  ihc train ing  needs of par ish  agen ts  in r e g a rd s  to spciif . , 
subject a reas  ‘
2 t,s R esearch  on  ne tw orking with o the r  agenc ies  an d  in s t i tu t ions  so as : 
not to  duplicate  efforts ;
3 wi R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if m o re  packaged  ( c a n n e d )  p r o g ra m s  would 1 
free agen ts  for o th e r  dulies |
2 (>■7 R e sea rch  on ways to increase high school s tu d e n t ' s  in terest  in 4-H
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f ' l ra se  r e s p o n d  i s ing  ( h r  fultirwing scale:
1 =  Strongly Agree
2 = Agra*
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
5 =  Slightly Disagree
6  =  Dlaagraa
7 =  Strongly Dlaagraa
I  { i r o u p  R a t in g  
F ro m  R o u n d  1
Your  R a t in g  
F o r  R o u n d  2
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT (CONT.)
4 Mt R e sea rch  to  identify the key c o m m u n i ty  leade rs  that  sh o u ld  be 
included in advisory c o m m it tees
4 M  R e sea rch  on the impacl a lack o f  L C E S  p r o g ra m  d e v e lo p m e n t  
specialists  has upo n  L C E S  p ro g ra m  d e v e lo p m e n t
.1 7tl R e sea rch  on how  L C E S  agen ts  a r e  r e sp o n d in g  to  c h an g es  in 
p rog ram m ing
S ^
7] R esearch  to  d e te rm in e  why L C E S  s ta le  specia l is ts  a re  not  c rea t in g  
m o re  'h a n d s  o n '  an d  ready-lo -usc  e d u c a t io n a l  l i t e ra la rc .
PRO G R A M  IMPLEMENTATION
3 72 A  study to  d e te rm in e  the m os t  effective m e t h o d s  a n d  te c h n iq u e s  of 
leach ing  cu l tu ra l  diverse  aud iences .
4 73 L ltd i/a l ion  of  p a rap ro fes s io o a ls  in d i s s e m in a t in g  E x tens ion  
inform ation .
3 74 Effectiveness o f  m ass  m e d ia  to  leach  r a th e r  th a n  c i e a i c  a w a re n e s s
2 75 R e sea rch  to  d e t e rm in e  what types  o f  ex ten s io n  teach in g  arc  most
effective and cost efficient |
3 7(i R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  w h e th e r  the  e d u c a t io n a l  level o f  extens ion  
clientele effects the ir  adop t ion  of  ex tens ion  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s
3 77 R esearch  to d e t e rm in e  the effectiveness a n d  c u r re n t  use  of  mass
m ed ia  teach ing  j
i 7N R e sea rch  lo d e t e rm in e  the most  effective m e th o d  o f  t r a in in g  agen ts
3 7V R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  a b e t t e r  m e a n s  o f  “in house"  c o m m u n ic a t io n  ! 
and  im p lem en ts! ion
3 hO R e sea rch  as  lo the feasibility of  d ev e lop ing  a se ries  o f  v ideo  la|>cs 
d em ons tra t ing  the m ajo r  aspects  of  p ro d u c t io n  agr icu l tu re
3 HI R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  if ex tens ion  is effectively r e ach in g  ■ n n n t r a d i t i O n . i l  a u d ie n c e s  .
3 H2 Research  to d e te rm in e  if th e  use o f  innovative au d ie n c e  t ech n iq u eswill enhance  l e a rn in g  exper iences  in p r o g ra m  delivery ]
1 * H3 Research  on th e  cost e ffec t iveness  o f  c u r re n t  e d u c a t io n a l  p r o g ra m s  |
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P l r a H  r e s p o n d  u s in g  (he following scale:
1 = Strongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 — Slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
5 - slightly Dieegree
6 = Disagree
7 - strongly Disagree
Group R u l in g  
F ro m  R o u n d  1
V o u r  RDllng 
F o r  R o u n d  2
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION (CONT.)
4 K4 R e se a rc h  lo  d e te rm in e  if the ex tens ion  service should  con t in u e  us 
cu rre n t  p ro g ra m  im plem en ta t ion  o f  w o rk ing  with peop le  on  a m ore  
direct bas is or m ove  tow ard  m o re  c la s s ro o m  type ed uca t iona l  
efforts.
3 8.'  R e se a rc h  to  d e t e rm in e  how effective e lec tron ic  delivery sys tem s a r c  
in g am in g  adop t ion  by clientele.
3 80 R e se a rc h  lo  d e te rm in e  what effect  m e d ia  adv e r t i s in g  a n d  puh.ic  ts 
have on  the p ub l ic ’s  percep t ion  a n d  success o f  p r o g ra m s
3 87 R e s e a rc h  lo  d e te rm in e  if agents  have a p ro p e r  u n d e r s t a n d in g  
b e tw e e n  goals, objectives, and m e a s u ra b le  o u tc o m e s
3 88 R e se a rc h  on  w hen  an d  how to use local l e a d e r s  an d  v o lu n tee r s  in 
p ro g ra m  im p lem en ta t io n .
3 89 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  the impact  o f  visual aids, a n d  the types of 
visual aids that a re  most  effective.
S ‘JO R e sea rch  to d e te rm in e  if the t rad i t iona l  p ro g ram  im p le m e n ta t io n  
m e th o d s  are still effective for L ou is iana ,  or  d o e s  ex tens ion  n e rd  
ap p ro a c h e s  for t o d a y ’s society
2 91 R e se a rc h  to  d e t e rm in e  what  m e th o d s  to  use lo  m a in ta in  the intercut  
of  youth  in 4 -H  th roughou t  high school
4 92 R e s e a rc h  on the "processes" used in p ro g ra m  im p le m e n ta t io n  or  
evaluat ion  o f  ne tw ork ing  and  coal i t ion  build ing  p ro cesses
3 93 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  if m o re  out of-school p r o g ra m s  w ould  
fu r ther  the 4 -H  p ro g ram
3 94 R e se a rc h  lo  identify new tra in ing  a p p ro a c h e s  tha t  will be  n e e d e d  h;. 
bo th  s taff  and cl ientele
3 9.S R e se a rc h  lo  d e te rm in e  the effectiveness of  4-H  m e e t in g  
d e m o n s tra t io n s  as a teaching m e th o d
3 9fi R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  the effectiveness of 4 -H  officer a n d  leader  
training.
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[1 (’lease  rr.*|Miiid u s in g  1 Ur  f iillimini; m u I i .
1 = Strongly Agra*
2 = Agr««
3 = Slightly Agra«
4 = Undacldad
5 =  Slightly Dlaagraa
6 = Dlaagraa
7 = Strongly Dlaagraa
G r o u p  h a l i n g  
Krom R o u n d  1
Y o u r  H al ing  
F o r  R o u n d  2
P R O G R A M  I M P L E M E N T A T IO N  (C O N T .)
• n  R e se a rc h  on  w h e th e r  the LCE-S need s  lo  u pda te  ils m a te r ia l  in 
reial ion  lo the W i  lifestyles
P R O G R A M  E M P H A S IS
1 ‘>8 R e sea rch  ihc re t ra in ing  steps necessa ry  for faculty lo conduct th en
e d uca t iona l  p ro g ra m s  in technical a reas  previously not  covered__fcy
faculty ( technica l  a n d  psychological)
3 *W M e th o d s  to d e te rm in e  th e  t r u e  n e e d s  o f  c l ien ts  o th e r  than  advisory 
g roups  (use  o f  surveys, polls, etc.)
2 I l l)  D eve lopm en t  o f  long te rm  goafs tha t  will guide  the s t ruc tu re  and  
em phas is  o f  extension p rog ram s .
2 101 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  th e  ac tual  need s  of  A H  youth.
2 102 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  th e  m ost  effective ways o f  identifying local 
n e e d s  and  concerns .
3 103 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if too  m u c h  em p h as is  is b e ing  p laced  on 
com pet i t ion  ra the r  than  on  e d u c a t io n  in the 4 -H  p ro g ra m
"> 104 R e sea rch  to  d e t e rm in e  how to  im prove  the im age  of  extension  on  a 
s ta tewide level
3 103 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if sla te  specialists arc  p lac ing  ad eq u a te  
em phas is  on  the 4-H  prog ram
4 ][Y> R e sea rch  lo  d e te rm in e  if m ore  sta te  wide p r o g ra m s  are n e e d c J
3 107 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  the eco n o m ic  im pac t  of  p ro g ram  a reas  in 
o rd e r  to decide on p ro g ram  e m p h as is
T 108 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  what  p r o g ra m s  cu r re n tly  in place should  be 
ex p an d ed  o r  d ropped .
3 Ify) R e sea rch  lo  d e te rm in e  the n eed s  of  youth for in form al  e duca t ion  
p ro g ra m s  at  d ifferent  age levels
3 110 R e sea rch  on  p ro g ram  em phas is  an d  re su l t / im p a c t  on  the target 
audience
3 1)1 R e sea rch  lo  d e te rm in e  if ex tens ion 's  issues based  p ro g ra m m in g  is 
reaching the need s  of  our  changing  society
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■'lease r e sp o n d  using  •he following scute:
1 = Strongly Agree
2  =  Agree
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
5 =  Slightly Oisegree
6 = Disagree
7  =  Strongly Disagree
G r o u p  R a t in g  
F ro m  R ound  1
Y o u r  Ruling  
F o r  R o u n d  Z
P R O G R A M  E M P H A S IS  (C O N T .)
3 112 R e sea rch  lo d e te rm in e  how IX2ELS atrents really d e t e r m in e  wh.u 
p ro g ram s to  em phasize
P R O G R A M  EVALU A TIO N
3 i n  Study the evaluat ion  p ro c e d u re s  curren tly  u sed  l o  m e a s u re
behavioral  changes  in youth an d  family life s i tu a t io n s  (a t t i tudes ,  
being ca reer  o r ien ted ,  cu ltural  values, etc )
3 114 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  the actual suc cess / fa i lu re  of ex tens ion  
p rog ram s
2 115 Research  to  d e te rm in e  why you th  decide not to  r r  enroll  m th r  4 II 
p rogram
2 l i t '  R e sea rch  lo  d e te rm in e  the impact of ihc new 4 -H  l i te ra tu re
1 112 R e sea rch  In deve lop  an agen t  evaluation  in s t ru m en t  tha t  will got. i 
true picture of  the kind of  job  each  individual agent is real ly  doing
1 11H R e sea rch  lo deve lop  m e th o d s  of  cvalualing  ed u c a t io n a l  p ro g ra m s  
based  on results,  and  not on n u m b e rs  r e a c h e d
3 11'( R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if cu r re n t  evaluation  m e th o d s  are  b o o e d
3 120 R e sea rch  to  develop various evaluation  mflho-ds for d ifferent  
audiences
4 12J R e s e a r rh  to  d e te rm in e  if a p ro g ra m  eva lua to r  n e e d s  to  b e  f ined  I. i 
the state
3 122 R e se a rc h  to  d e te rm in e  how to link goals, objectives, and en d  iLMilf 
toge ther  in evaluating  p rog ram s
3 1 2 '  R e sea rch  lo d e te rm in e  what  and w hen  to  eva lua te
4 124 R e sea rch  on the possibility o f  'pee r  review" on  a regu la r  basis
3 125 R e sea rch  to  d e te rm in e  if a p ro g ram  has a se lf  e s t e e m  b u i ld in g  effect  
on  youth
3 I2h R e sea rch  lo  develop a se lf-esteem assessm ent  in s t ru m en t
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1 = strongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 = Slightly Agree
4 = Undecided
5 = SIightly Di ssqree
e = Disagree
7 = Strongly Disagree
(»f l Kl | > K i l l i n g  
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■ r i l i l s * '  Cl vj lul i c f  U M i l ^  | l l l  tui l i lVI 1P1  ̂ M . i l l
; i
1 =  Strongly Agree
2 -  Agree
3 =  slightly Agree
4 =  Undecided
5 =  Slightly Disagree
6 -  Disagree
7  =  strongly Disagree
( i m u p  K i l l i n g  
H u m  K i . u n d  1
Y n u r  R u l i n g  
K u r  K ihjihJ 2
H A K K I k K S  T O T U  H M l K K i K A L  A U O r i l O S  U ' O V T . )
1 4 2  R e s e a r c h  l o  ( l u i r n i m c  t h e  h c s t  w a v s  l o  m a r k e t  e x t e n s i o n  s p r o g r a m s  
( in ,i m o r e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  h a s i s  t h o i  u i l l  p i v i  c r c d i h i J n s  1" ( h e  H  i ^
t
] 4 l  R e s e a r c h  l o  dt. [ L ' mi i n c  how.  l o  b r o a d e n  t d e n s m n ' s  r L ' ^ u i f u -  b . i v  . i r l  
b r i u r  s mi r k v o i h  o t h e r  a p c n c K ' s
1
{ _ _____  _ . _
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